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State of Utah - Third District Court 
Joanne STONE (Appellee) Appellant's Brief of Appeal of Judge Medley's refusal to 
-V- allow Appellant's prepared order, of October 19, 2007 
Hearing submitted to the court in 2009 incorporating 
Utah Appeals Court ruling of May 1, 2008 
^ & 
ZJOJ 0 - 00 ^ j O Appellant's Brief of Appeal of "Reserved Issues" of the 
Supplemental Decree originally heard by the 
Commissioner on February 8, 2006, & certified for 
evidentiary hearing scheduled for November 2006, That 
Court never allowed full hearing of the evidence and 
facts because evidentiary hearing was delayed by 
opposing counsel until October 19, 2007 that after 
hearing, opposing counsel never reduced ruling to an 
order of the court until Judge Medley issued such order 
in 2010 and in such ruling Judge Medley ignored all 
subsequent events and rulings that have also since been 
entered by Commissioner affecting Appellant because 
no order was entered for so long a period of time leaving 
matters unresolved. 
& 
Appellant's Appeal of Judge Medley's refusal to enforce 
Utah Court of Appeals May 1, 2008 Ruling all this time. 
& 
Appellant's Appeal of Judge Medley's refusal to 
incorporate the May 1, 2008 Court of Appeals Court 
ruling into Judge Medley's 2010 order he prepared in 
2010 instead of signing Appellant's prepared order thus 
denying Appellant's rights afforded by mandatory 
language of statutes: 78-45-9(2), 30-3-5(1), 78-45-7.2 
&7.3, 30-4-4, court rule 7(f)(2) denial of Appellant's 
right under Rule 4-912 and Submitted by Appellant to 
the court March 2009, Thus subjecting Appellant to 
double jeopardy, excessive financial expense, and 
prejudicing Appellant because of the unjust passage of 
time, egregious conduct of counsel by obstructing 
justice and providing unjust enrichment to Joanne 
Stone, and denying Appellant timely Due Process of 
which was found, stated, & Supported by Utah Appeals 
Court ruling in case # 2009-0377 
Todd STONE (Appellant) Appeals Court Case # 2 0 1 0 - ( p | | ^ 
District Court CaHmWUiraJ^TE COURTS 
SEP 2? anu 
Opportunity for oral presentation requested 
Involved Parties 
Appellee- Joanne Stone Appellant Todd Stone Pro Se 
Attorney for Appellee, Br^ nt Chipman 
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Issues desired from this Appeal. 
1. Determination that the order of the District Court that I must pay $3,700.00 fee for attorney fees 
BEFORE I can bring any of my issues to the court for evidentiary hearing (document # 3312, Exhibit 
# 13, filed March 29, 2007) is unconstitutional for an impecunious litigant, and since Commissioner 
Casey has since recognized that counsel is just using this case to increase attorney bills beyond his 
client's ability to pay, and because Joanne Stone has not had to pay any of the alleged $225,000.00 
amount of her attorney fees he has charge her on paper, and yet lets Joanne Stone bring unlimited 
issues against me, thus prejudicing me from having any offsetting amounts to the amounts she alleges 
I owe. See Document # 2223 filed November 8, 2006 Exhibit # 14. 
2. Dismiss Judge Medley's March 2010 order from the October 19, 2007 hearing and replace it with the 
order I prepared and submitted to the court as it takes into account the subsequent events that 
occurred that affect the amounts of alleged assessments against both parties. 
3. Dismiss any or all attorney fees assessed against me because the filings I filed with the court held 
merit, and should be fully and properly considered, given the ruling of the Utah Appeals Court 
affirming Joanne Stone is the person financially responsible for the mortgages on our marital home, 
and issue judgement for the total mortgage amounts in favor of me, and as offset to amounts I may 
owe against Joanne Stone for her failure to pay said mortgages she has been ordered to pay. 
4. Finding I was not in arrearage on child support or other costs, but overpaid on amounts of child 
support and such overpayment be applied to all future child support and medical costs I may owe 
Joanne Stone. 
5. Issue Nunc pro tunc orders returning me to my former status (financial and otherwise) had I not been 
erroneously found to be in arrearage, thus removing the abeyance judgement issued against me in the 
October 19, 2007 hearing. Removal of any judgement against me until Joanne Stone complies with 
all applicable laws, orders, disclosures, and obligations. Child Support calculations retroactive back 
to 2005 when I first gave notice to correct child support amounts, with no adjustment for time past 
that point or future until the past overpayments have been corrected and applied to future amounts 
due. Order for future child support amounts dismissed for payments or benefits Joanne unjustly 
received or took in lieu of child support. Order for All future Child exemptions from the time Income 
Tax returns can be amended, be assigned to me, since Joanne failed to allow me to take the rightful 
Tax advantages I can take. Requirement for Joanne to amend her income taxes, and file correct IRS 
paperwork to give me authorization for all Children's Income Tax deductions and advantages at 
"head of house" rate and Joanne Stone file at "Single" rate for all future Income Tax filings until she 
marries and could file Jointly with her new husband. 
6. Re-consideration of the Appeal I filed November 7, 2005 as timely and NOT cause the long passage 
of time to be against fairness for me to have the children returned because of the standing orders of 
the court that the children are to remain with me, and the error of the District Court to think Joanne 
Stone held right to take the children from me, because of the threats conferred upon the children if 
they did not say bad things about Dad, that their pets would be killed, to the 2nd Custody Evaluation 
that the court had considered when sending the children to California, and since it has been further 
demonstrated by Joanne stone that she is unwilling to provide frequent and meaningful visitation for 
the children as ordered she is to do, as well as under the Utah Appeals Court case Hanson v. Hanson 
case # 2007-0575, 2009 UtApp 365 that it is in the Best Interests of the children to remain with the 
Father if the Mother moves away and refuses to facilitate visitation as ordered by the court, 
furthermore, had the District Court allowed full and proper hearing of my issues presented, Joanne 
Stone demonstrated acknowledgement of her unwillingness to provide the travel expenses for the 
children to come to Utah for their court ordered parent time, and that she obstructed and denied 
Thanksgiving and Christmas, and Fall Break visitation 2005, and all statutory visitation times for 
2006, and thus causing fractured visitation for 2007 and 2008, 2009, and 2010. Reversal of the 
custody arrangement as it is currently is also supported, because the scheduled January 17, 2006 
hearing (Exhibit # 2, Document # 1763-1771) of the children's issues (filed 1-9-06 and reserved to 
take place later, was never allowed to be heard by the court. Thus, iust because the District Court 
This is also supported by the Utah Supreme Court case Adams v. Adams 593 R2d 147 where even 
though an issue was not heard for five years, it was proper to then be considered and to grant a new 
hearing as though it was timely heard or presented so not to prejudice the party for the inaction of the 
court for the length of time the matter continued festering and not properly resolved per rights of Due 
Process. 
7. Direct that Joanne Stone is to be found in contempt for the many times she denied me court ordered 
travel of our children to Utah for the periods of visitation that she refused to pay for as she alleged 
only money was owed to her from me, and order make up visitation for me and the children to enjoy 
together her in Utah. 
8. Clarification as to when two statutes on visitation conflict (as noted by Commissioner Casey on 
Document # 3749, Exhibit # 16, that the relocation statute of visitation U.C.A. 30-3-37 and U.C. A 
30-3-35 conflict on Odd and even years for Thanksgiving and other periods of time. Without a 
binding order in place at Thanksgiving 2005,1 was entitled to Thanksgiving 2005 visitation 
according to the reallocation statute, but according to the standard visitation schedule I was entitled to 
Christmas 2005 visitation. As such, Joanne used the contradiction of statute, as means to DENY ME 
BOTH VISITATION PERIODS for 2005. As such Joanne Stone should be found in contempt for 
denying me statutory visitation time for a period in 2005 from September 26, 2005 through December 
31 2005, and all of 2006, and problematic for 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010. Without a binding order 
signed by the court until January 9, 2006,1 was entitled to the prior standing order of visitation 
entered October 2001, that afforded me and the children visitation eveiy other weekend, and one 
night per week, as well as Fall Break 2005, and other statutory visitation times as well as Vi of the 
Christmas 2005 school vacation. Since the order was NOT entered by the court until January 
THEREFORE, clarification of contradictory statutes is needed. 
Introduction J c ^ ^ L 
The court has violated my right to seek redress against Joanne Stone for her 
actions and non compliance, because of the unjust attorney fee assessment 
against me the court requires an indigent person pay before hearing my issues 
against Joanne Stone. 
. I was Never found to be in arrearage on child support before the October 19, 
2007 hearing, and as such, it was an abuse and an error for Joanne NOT PAY the 
travel expenses of the kids for 2005, 2006, and 2007 court ordered visitation that 
was to have occurred. 
but still Joanne kept the kids from me. The District Court was in error to not 
find Joanne Stone in contempt at our October 19, 2007 hearing that this is an 
appeal of that resulting order. 
See Exhibit # 11, Document # 3303, filed March 15, 2007, "Notice to Submit to 
hearing on Joanne's actions of NOT paying the financial obligations she was 
court ordered to pay". See Exhibit # 13, Document # 3312, Judge Medley 
strikes my Notice to Submit to evidentiary hearing of Joanne's failure to pay 
court ordered amounts, because of the court's previous order to pay attorney fee 
assessment of $3,700.00 before any of my matters can be brought to the court for 
hearing. 
Applicable Hearings & Events -
Issues originally certified by Commissioner in June 2006 of 
matters Commissioner first heard February 8, 2006. The 
original hearing before Judge Medley was to be for trial 
November 7, 2006, However, were delayed until hearing on 
October 9 2007 frnm thnt h^^n^ nroni r'u;^™™ r^-~ 
I6J6 
order was never prepared by Brent Chipman until Judge 
Medley refused my order I prepared, and issued his such 
order in March 2010, Judge Medley's prepared order failed 
to consider or incorporate subsequent events, or Appeals 
Court rulings that were applicable in my case, and 
significantly affect the amounts allegedly due from me. Of 
Which this is an appeal of Judge Medley's order prepared in 
March 2010 from the October 2007 hearing that was to 
have been a evidentiary hearing of the issues Commissioner 
Casey heard on February 8, 2006 as they had previously 
been reserved from the January 9, 2006 Order, because of 
filings I had filed with the court August through December 
2005, but Commissioner Casey ruled were not proper filings 
because of needing to be "Petitions to Modify" a non-
existent order. 
Jurisdiction - - - - - - - - - - JCKJ5&^ ?* 
p<^ Issues for Appeal - - - - - - - - -
1. District Court violated my rights afforded me under the MANDATORY LANGUAGE of the applicable 
state laws, and or Rules of Civil Procedure. 
2. The transcript from the October 19, 2007 hearing shows that I was not provided the correct 
opportunity or procedure or protocol for having Attorney fees of Brent Chipman assessed against me 
should be dismissed because it is Joanne Stone that is in contempt and failed to comply with prior orders 
of the court and thus if the court had allowed full and proper hearing of the evidence against Joanne 
Stone, then attorney fees would NOT have been assessed against me, but against Joanne Stone. 
THEREFORE, Assess all of my past attorney fees against Joanne Stone because of the cost incurred 
bringing her contempt to court. 
3. October 19, 2007 hearing transcripts show the following: 
a) page 161 line 15, and others show I was never allowed to cross examine witnesses Charolette 
Smith, or Soren Koldawynn, and as such should be stricken from consideration. 
b) page 159 line 18, medical reports information is relevant for my medical insurance to cover the 
medical expenses I am being asked to pay for Brittney or able to recapture with flexible spending 
account I have for medical expenses. 1,111,11 of medical expenses asked for by Joanne Stone 
were for medical expenses of Brittney Stone, who was having her medical treatments paid for by 
the state, because Joanne Stone defrauded the state Medicare to pay when she was NOT qualified 
for such benefit. See Exhibit #33. If Joanne had disclosed her ownership of three properties and 
the equity in excess of $6,000.00 she would NOT have qualified for Medicare payment and as 
such has defrauded the state. Additionally, State Statute 78 requires calculation of income 
received for child support calculations to also include what a either parent receives from Title iv-
D funds, which Medicare is title iv-d funds. Thus disclosure of all medical benefits received by 
Joanne is relevant and necessary for correct consideration of the evidence against Joanne Stone, 
because failure to disclose such funds, caused my % of child support obligation to be higher than 
it should have been. As noted on the child support worksheet required by statute. 
c) Exhibit #35 shows the amount of child support I have overpaid, because Brent Chipman failed to 
comply with state law, and never prepared the statutory child support worksheet showing that my 
child support amount should have been much less than the 600.00 amount he said I had to pay. 
Thus again, giving support to determination of what filings I should file to the court to correct or 
modify a order before it was signed in January 2006. Using our incomes listed in the Findings of 
fact of January 2006, of 10.35 for me per hour and 32,000.00 per year income for Joanne, I 
should only have had to pay 452.40 per month child support, and thus had OVERPAID my child 
support obligation by time of the October 9, 2007 hearing and thus SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN 
ISSUED JUDGEMENT AGAINST ME FOR ALLEGED AREARAGE OF CHILD SUPPORT, 
SINCE I HAD ALREADY PAID MORE THAN I SHOULD HAVE BEEN PAYING, BECAUSE 
required Child support worksheet to advise me of what my statutory required child support is. 
d) Page 158, line # 15-25 shows that the court should have considered the financial obligation 
contract of Wells Fargo Mortgage that I have tried to present, because it restricts Joanne from 
renting the Melony Drive property as she claimed she was going to do. Court is not to support a 
person's violation of a legally binding contract. 
e) Page 156, line 19-25 addresses that Tax Returns are NOT to have been exchanged in 2006 or 
even 2007 until Income Taxes are prepared, thus I was not to have been found in contempt for 
that because due to the lack of enforceable order and lack of proper paperwork, I was unable to 
file a proper or complete Income Tax return, because I am waiting for the court to address the 
mortgage interest, and tax advantages I had previously motioned the court to consider, or allow 
me, but have never been given opportunity to be heard. Additionally, annual income verification 
exchange should include income from Medicare or title iv-d funds, that Joanne failed to or 
refused to disclose or exchange information about. 
f) Page 155 line # 23 shows that Joanne was in violation of the prior court order that she provide 
health insurance for the children, but was in contempt of the order when she voluntarily quit her 
job in September 2005 and moved to California, thus supporting my prior 2005 filing to have the 
court find Joanne in contempt, yet the court failed to allow consideration of the evidence for my 
filings to find her in contempt either in the February 2006 hearing or any time since. 
g) Many other irregularities and improper actions of the court refusing to allow my evidence and 
matters to also be considered, thus would have negated any need to have judgement issued only 
against me and therefore the judgements against me should be dismissed until all of the 
applicable evidence is allowed to be presented and heard against Joanne Stone. 
District Court violated my rights afforded me under other case law, state statute, and or rules, that I could 
seek change or dismissal of the order or agreement from a hearing date of the court after hearing but prior 
to the order being prepared and signed by the court. 
District Court violated my rights afforded me under Rule 7(f) of Civil Procedures and further supported by 
the Utah Supreme Court case Code v Health, that allow me to prepare the order for the court to sign if 
opposing counsel fails to prepare the order after 15 days pass froiji the date of court hearing. 
Because the District Court failed to consider events that are subsequent to the October 19, 2007 hearing 
and before the Order from that hearing was prepared 3 years later, that have significantly affected or 
modified the amounts to be assessed against me, THEREFORE, Judge Medley's March 2010 order 
prepared finally from the October 19, 2007 hearing was prejudicial against me, and placed me in double 
jeopardy and should be dismissed until all of the evidence is allowed to be heard, corrected and considered 
amounts that Joanne Stone owes me. Brent Chipman's 3 year delay in never preparing the order he was 
ordered to prepare from the October 19, 2007 hearing caused my rights to be violated, and his client to be 
unjustly enriched because of not having to face financial responsibility she has been ordered to pay. 
I have been denied my right afforded under U.C.A 30-4a-l that directs the "A court having Jurisdiction 
and having been given notice enter an order nunc pro tunc in a matters relating to marriage or divorce" 
since the Utah Appeals Court issued ruling in on May 1, 2008 that Joanne Stone was to have paid the 
mortgages on our marital home and yet the District Court fail to enforce or incorporate the Appeals Court 
ruling when the District Court issued it's March 2010 order involving what amounts are owed by either 
party when the alleged amounts I may owe her are merely $3,000.00 and she owes me over $200,000.00 
for the mortgages she was ordered to pay as her personal portion of our joint marital debts. 
In light of laws governing fraud and misrepresentation of facts, AND COERCION, and Utah Court of 
Appeals Case # 89-0050 D'Aston v. D'Aston 808 R2d 111 footnote # fr that specifies an agreement 
between parties can be enforced unless there is FRAUD, COERCION, MISREPRESENTATION, OR 
MATERIAL NON-DISCLOSURE (like our August 3, 2005 hearing agreement but then the facts later 
showed her fraud, COERCION, misrepresentation and material non-disclosure OF MANY PERTINENT 
FACTS OR ISSUES AND THREATS OR COERCION UPON THE CHILDREN much differently than 
she represented she would or had complied with) - What is the PROPER form to file with the court when 
a hearing has occurred, but the order of the court has NOT YET been prepared or even reduced to writing, 
for the court to sign? If, until the order is signed by the court, a "Motion" to rescind or modify an 
agreement, or to inform the court of facts and evidence for the court to consider an issue of fraud, 
misrepresentation or error of the court, is filing a "Motion" a proper filing to the court, then I should 
NOT have been assessed the attorney fees that the court has used as a bar from me taking my issues to the 
9. Does the District Court have jurisdiction over an issue that is before the Utah Court of Appeals on a 
properly filed Appeal? If not, then the District Court's continuation with the September 10, 2007 and 
October 19, 2007 hearings despite my objections, along with the District Court's enforcement of the ban 
against me from taking my issues to court for proper hearing until I paid the attorney fee, was an abuse of 
discretion denying me the chance to have applicable matters heard and ruled on by the Utah Appeals 
Court to establish that Joanne Stone owed me more money than I owed her, thus alleged arrearages would 
NOT have existed at that time or any time since for me to be assessed. 
10. The manner of calculation of the amounts alleged to be due against me were incorrect and should be 
corrected accordingly. 
11. All assessments against me for attorney fees should be dismissed because I held merit in filing the motions 
I filed with the court before either of the orders were prepared or signed, and I should be awarded my 
attorney fees because of the egregious conduct of Joanne Stone and Brent Chipman's unprofessional 
conduct and violation of the attorney code of professional conduct. 
12. The District Court abused it's discretion and violated my rights to Due Process as afforded me under 
MANDATORY LANGUAGE of state law with the District Court's assessment against me of the alleged 
amounts due as related to Statutory Child Support, and mortgage obligations of Joanne Stone, and as 
afforded under 30-3-5-1-c-i & iii, 78-45—9-2-b that no action to recover amounts of child support owing, 
can be brought before the court until the requestor complies with specific requirements, and under UCA 
78-45-7.14 , 78-45-7.2.2, 30-3-5.(1), 30-4-4, 78-45-9-2, 15-4-6.5(1), and Rule of Civil Procedure 4-912, 
that direct child support worksheets are to be prepared and submitted to the court, or determines the 
statutory child support amount the court should consider, or requirements that must be complied with 
before action can be brought against me, as well as laws directing that the court cannot consider that 
Joanne Stone is NOT financially responsible for mortgage amounts she contracted to pay and did not pay. 
13. Because State Statutes conflict with each other, this conflict was used unjustly by Joanne to deny me my 
rightful visitation time with the children. I was denied my right to statutory Parent time visitation for 
every week from September 26, 2005 through present day, as well as each weekend visit allowed under 
applicable statute, as well as visitation with the children for Thanksgiving 2005, and Fall Break 2005, and 
Christmas 2005. FURTHERMORE, I was denied my Right as afforded by statute 30-3-36 where specific 
mandatory language specifies a parent plan for visitation SHALL be introduced for visitation to resume. 
14. Requirement to remove the liens I filed against the property interests of Joanne Stone for money she owes 
me violates my rights afforded me under U.C.A. 30-2-5-c&d, 30-2-6, 15-4-6.5-(l) & (3b) 78-39-21, 78-
39-20, 78-39-23, 78-39-35, 78-39-30,78-39-49, 78-39-18, 78-39-1, 78-39-8, 78-39-39, 78-39-4, 78-39-10, 
78-40-2, 78-39-45, 78-39-47, 30-3-5-1-c-ii, as well as other rights afforded under law. 
A<ULJ«^ -F«***fV Mfrf-y, r> 
/^c/t-U-5 file./ SefWt-
Jurisdiction 
This is an appeal of the Utah Third Judicial District Court ruling of March 2010, that was the 
culminating order from our October 19, 2007 hearing that Brent Chipman never prepared the 
order for but I did and was unjustly denied signing the order I prepared. 
The October 19, 2007 hearing before Judge Medley was the long delayed hearing from the 
Commissioner's ruling from our February 8, 2006 hearing before the Commissioner on issues that 
were "reserved" from our August 3, 2005 hearing order of January 9, 2006, but Commissioner 
Casey was in error thinking had been resolved by our supplemental decree, when in reality the 
issues were not resolved by that decree, but were reserved to be heard. 
This is also an appeal to establish what type of filing I was allowed to have filed and should have 
been properly considered by the court, since no order was actually prepared or signed by the 
court for both periods 8-3-05 to 1-9-06, and 2-8-06 to the March 2010 signing of the Minite entry 
order of and by Judge Medley 
Issues on Appeal 
1. Opposing counsel's conduct caused Appellant to be prejudiced and be denied justice. 
a) The unethical conduct of counsel, and his failure to allow a proper divorce decree 
be prepared as required by MANY state statutes, {Rule 4-912, U.C.A.78-45-
7.2.2, U.C.A. 30-3-5.(1), U.C.A. 30-4-4, 78-45-9-(2), U.C.A. 78-32-
12.1, Attorney Code of Professional conduct to be honest and 
perform their duties expeditiously and fairly represent the issues 
for justice to all parties and to the court} among others that all require by 
mandatory language of statute, or attorney conduct or Constitutional Right, 
specific things be followed, contained in EVERY divorce decree, or done 
BEFORE an action for Child Support or other can be brought to the court, and 
otherwise directing what an officer of the court's conduct should be. Brent 
Chipman failed to comply with ANY of these noted requirements of law, Rule, or 
Professional Practice in his conduct, or in his representations to me or to the court, 
or in his preparation of the Supplemental Decree, or other orders of the court he 
was to prepare. 
This obstruction of justice caused me by Brent Chipman's delay or mis-conduct is 
further supported and shown in Utah Appeals Court Ruling in my case # 2009-
0377 footnote Exhibit #4 where THIS APPEALS COURT, stated: 
i) We see no excuse for counsel's (conduct or delay) as ordered by the 
court. Both parties' rights are adversely affected by such (conduct)... 
ii) and " Mr. Stone's frustration is entirely understandable...The recent 
orders ... entered by the trial court do not resolve the issues..." 
Because of Brent Chipman's conduct and omissions to favor his client, 
in his preparation of the January 9, 2006 Supplemental Decree, thus, I 
7. 
was entitled and bound by professional practice to inform the court of 
the errors or omissions or mis-conduct of Brent Chipman, and thus 
required to and entitled to file with the court my motions for the court 
to consider the error of his ways, prior to the court signing the 
Supplemental Decree of January 9, 2006, or other orders that Brent 
Chipman failed to timely prepare for the court. 
d) Wrong # on attorney fee stmnt 
e) delaying hearing for almost 1 year. 
f) Submitting expenses late & Brittney's expenses. 
g) failing to disclose title 4 funds 
h) Miscalculate medical insurance amount for Joanne 
i) Brent Chipman's representations and negotiations and activities on 
August 3, 2005 hearing and surrounding time, caused me to realize the 
need to file my "23 Motions" to the court during August 2005 through 
January 6, 2006, in my effort to advise the court of errors or 
irregularities of Brent Chipman's conduct, omissions that serve to 
unjustly benefit his client, or deny me justice, and to seek modification 
or rescission of the proposed order when his client's fraud and 
misrepresentation and threats upon the children were found out by me. 
z, 
j) Representing to me August 3, 2005 Joanne Stone would pay the 
mortgage payments on our marital home (documented on February 8, 
2006 hearing transcript Page but not including that 
responsibility in the Supplemental Decree he prepared. 
k) Failure to disclose or prepare statutory child support worksheet 
calculation amount I would be required to pay by statute, thus causing 
me to over pay the what child support amount I should pay under 
statute. 
1) Statutory amount of Child Support I should be paying is about $400.00 per month 
or less now the oldest child has graduated. Instead, counsel told me I had to pay 
$600.00 per month. 
m) Counsel prepared the child support order inappropriately to favor his client. He 
wrote the order so there is NO REDUCTION in child support amount when the 
children graduate or turn 18 yrs. old. See . As a result of counsel's 
mis-conduct, I have been caused to over pay child support by almost $15,000.00. 
n) Because of counsel's mis-conduct in causing me to have paid more 
child support than statutorily required of me, at the time of the 
October 19, 2007 hearing, the total amount of child support I had paid 
up to that time, far exceeded the total amount of child support that 
would have been due, thus if the correct amount of child support had 
<7 
been calculated ($400.00) per month for the months of the alleged 
arrearage, then my $200.00 per month overpayment I had been caused 
to be paying from August 2005 through October 2007 for a total of 25 
months would have still been an overpayment and no arrearage would 
have been calculated (25 months times $200.00 per month excess child 
support that was taken from my pay, is greater than the if the co 
o) In Mr. Chipman's plan to benefit his client, and deny me my rights, 
rather than acknowledging his errors or omissions of what is required 
by state statute to be in EVERY divorce decree, to the court in our 
February 8, 2006 hearing, Mr. Chipman just persuaded the court that 
"23 Motions was so bad" and that "everything had been resolved with 
my concerns or issues" in that February 8, 2006 hearing and many 
times since, Mr. Chipman told the court things that WERE NOT 
TRUE, or HAD NOT occurred as though they had occurred, so the 
court would side with him to favor his client. Consequently ,and as 
such the court refused to properly consider them having been 
U.C.A.. 78-45-9 (2) that specifically directs that: 
i) A person MAY NOT commence an action, file a pleading, or submit a written stipulation to the court, without 
complying with subsection (2)0)) if the purpose of the effect of the action is to" 
ii) establish or modify a support obligation, or 
iii) recover support due or owing. 
U.C.A. 30-4-4: At the time of filing the complaint mentioned in Section 30-4-1, or at any time subsequent thereto, the plaintiff 
may procure from the court, and file with the county recorder of any county in the state in which the defendant may own real 
Estate, an order enjoining and restraining the defendant from disposing of or encumbering the same or any portion thereof, 
describing such real-estate with reasonable certainty, and from the time of filing such order the property described therein 
SHALL be charged with a lien in favor of the plaintiff to the extent of any judgement which may be rendered in the action. 
U.C.A. 30-3-5.(1): The court SHALL include the following in EVERY decree of Divorce: 
9 
(c)(i) An order specifying which party is responsible for the payment of joint debts, obligations, or liabilities of the parties 
contracted or incurred during marriage. 
( c)(ii) An Order requiring the parties to notify respective creditors, or obligees, regarding the court's division of debts, 
obligations, or liabilities, and regarding the parties separate, and current addresses. 
(c ) (iii) Provisions for enforcement of these orders. 
U.C.A.78-45-7.2.2 Child Support guidelines SHALL be applied when establishing or modifying and award of Child Support. 
U.C.A 78-45-7.5: In ANY matter in which Child Support is ordered the moving party SHALL Submit: (a) a completed Child 
Support Worksheet; 
Rule 4-912 states: (with Emphasis added to show for mandatory language) Applicability: 
(a) This Rule applies to EVERY FINAL ORDER FOR CHILD 
SUPPORT, including modifications of existing awards. 
(b) Th e parties SHALL prepare a worksh eet containing inform ation 
set forth in Appendix G.... 
(c) The parties SHALL fde a completed worksheet with the court and 
the information thereon SHALL be provided to the 
Admutistrative Office of the Courts 
( d ) The court SHALL NOT ENTER the final Decree of divorce, final 
order of modification, or final decree of paternity until the 
completed worksheet is filed. 
U.C.A. 78-32-12.1, and other related statutes allow for compensatory or Make up Vistation time for 
time that the Appellee caused to be lost, and other sanctions or punishments available for her 
contemptuous conduct. 
Court's conduct caused Appellant to be denied offsetting amounts. 
a) Exhibit # 18, item # 8 document # 3751 
b) Exhibit # 19, doc # 3662, allowed Joanne to add things but I could not add 
things for hearing. & # 22 
What is a party to file with the court AFTER A HEARING, but during time when no 
order exists to be signed or entered by the court. 
How do subsequent events during time when no order exists affect pending court order. 
Attorney fees were not properly presented for objection or order. 
Method for calculating medical insurance expense 
^ 
Preserved Issues for Appeal 
8-27-07 filed I document # 3711-3724 "Motion to strike September 10, 2007 hearing until the 
court also considers all of the evidence before it and the actions of Joanne Stone's failure to 
comply with prior orders of the court, so the court would not be prejudiced solely against me, 
thinking I was the only one that owed money and the only one that did not comply with court 
orders. This was denied by the court and I subsequently appealed to the Utah Court of appeals, 
that dismissed this appeal for lack of a final order.... Now, after all these years, a Final order on 
the issues that arose so long ago has been issued by Judge Medley in March 2010, that I now can 
appeal unless this court still believes that such order from Judge Medley is still not appeal-able, 
and still does not resolve all of the issues before the court concerning Joanne Stone's contempt 
and failure to pay her court ordered obligations. HOWEVER, without specific and direct charge 
given to the District Court that they have failed to resolve all of the issues before it, by remanding 
this case back to them to allow hearing of my facts and evidence, the District Court will continue 
to falsely believe all of the matters before them are settled, when in reality they are NOT settled, 
and their orders are NOT enforceable as they stand. Thus, this Appeals Court dismissal of Judge 
Medley's March 2010 order and remand for hearing of all the evidence and facts against Joanne 
Stone that I can and should be allowed to present for justice and Due Process to be allowed. 
As identified above, the hearing transcripts of the October 19, 2007 that this appeals the order 
from, shows I was not allowed chance to present the evidence against Joanne that would have 
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negated the need to have judgement against me. Therefore, the judgements against me should be 
dismissed until the court allows full opportunity for the facts and the evidence against Joanne 
Stone to be heard. 
I filed objection of the court proceedings advancing to hearing without first having hearing on the 
pending issues that affect the amount of funds Joanne owes me, compared to the amount of funds 
she alleges I owe her. See: 
1. 8-31-07 filed document # 3730-3732 "motion to stay hearing until justice can be 
administered and all evidence against Joanne Stone and her failure to comply with court 
orders, be allowed to be fully and properly heard and considered. 
2. 8-31-07 filed document # 3736-3739 "Motion for full Discovery and disclosure of 
applicable allegations by Joanne Stone against Todd Stone. (Brent Chipman alleged in the 
February 8, 2006 hearing that I had blocked Joanne from the marital home and that she 
was going to rent it out to pay the mortgages, yet there was never presented any evidence 
that she was going to do that or allowed to do that, so the court was intentionally mislead 
all this time by Brent Chipman's misrepresentation of the facts to the court. 
3. 9-20-07 filed Document # 3795-3796 "Notice of Net Credit for overpayment of child 
support and overpayment of medical expenses. 
4. Medical Insurance cost assessed against me per year is not correct as per Joanne's own 
paperwork submitted to the court. See Exhibit # 28, to see how medical insurance 
# 
assessment against me in the October 19, 2007 hearing was improperly calculated to 
include medical insurance coverage for Joanne Stone, when I was NOT ordered to pay for 
her medical insurance. 
a) Joanne's own medical insurance is $1,300.00 per year. 
b) Leaving medical insurance coverage cost actually incurred for the children to be 
$2,626.00 - her insurance coverage amount of $1300.00. 
c) $1,326.00 per year is the actual amount for the children's medical insurance that is 
then to be split between us. 
d) So my amount of medical insurance assessed against me should be Vi of $1,326.00 
per year or $663.00 not the $1,313.00 per year amount the court assessed me in 
the October 19, 2007 hearing that Judge Medley issued the order for in March of 
2010 
9-20-07 filed document # 3800-3803 Objection to Commissioner's ruling against me and 
objection to the amounts calculated. 
9-29-07 filed document # 3837-3841 Respondent's objection to judgement from 
September 10, 2007 hearing before Commissioner Casey without allowing all the evidence 
against Joanne Stone to be heard, and the means the judgement amounts were calculated. 
9-24-07 document #3810-3818, the court failed to consider the proper or statutory 
amount of child support assessed against me had Brent Chipman prepared and submitted 
the statutory required child support calculation worksheet. Additionally, had the court in 
? 
it's Feb. 8, 2006 hearing allowed proper consideration of my October 2005 and December 
2005 previously filed motions I was allowed to have filed them and they were erroneously 
dismissed by the Commissioner thinking the issue had been resolved by the supplemental 
decree, that I had tried to rescind or modify, before it was signed, since the supplemental 
decree order had not yet been signed by the court until Jan. 9, 2006) Thus prompting 
determination in THIS APPEAL AS TO WHAT IS A PROPER FILING TO FILE 
WITH THE COURT WHEN NO ORDER YET IS PREPARED OR SIGNED BY THE 
COURT. Because, if I were correct and with merit to file the "Motions" I did in the fall of 
2005, and those motions were reserved by Judge Medley for later hearing by 
Commissioner Casey, (but dismissed in error by Commissioner as "not applicable or 
wrong because he thought the Supplemental Decree resolved or made everything 1 
presented as moot or without merit, or needed to be filed as a "Petition" to modify an 
order.), before the court signed the January 9, 2006 order. 
8. Exhibit 10, Document #2189, "Motion for evidentiary hearing of parent time and failure 
to pay mortgage issues and other actions", and filings objection to court banning me from 
court until I pay $3,700.00 Attorney fees 
9 4-25-07 filed document # 3318-3326 "Motion for relief of expenses that I was ordered to 
pay before I could get my issues to court), 
/o 
10. 3-16-07 filed document # 3305 ("Objection to Commissioner Casey's refusal to allow 
justice, and appeal of his ruling banning me from court until I pay attorney fees of 
$3,700.00, 
11. 5-7-07 filed Document # 3372-3373 ("Notice of court's error and false assumption") since 
the court failed to allow hearing of the facts and evidence, the court was mislead, and 
mistaken as to the payments that Joanne Stone was to make and what financial obligations 
were transferred or NOT transferred to Annabelle Stone and what was her obligation 
because she was NOT bound by anything of the divorce decree though Commissioner 
Casey thought she was. U.C.A 78-39-10 and other statutes require that the court act and 
understand specifics related to the property owners, vs. the mortgagees. 
12. Also on 5-7-07 filed document # 3374-3383 I filed notice with the court that the expenses 
the court sought to enforce against me were not submitted timely or perfected, or 
inappropriate to this divorce case. 
13. 5-11-07 filed document #3389-3413 filed Petition to stay execution of judgment against 
me requiring me to pay $3,700.00 fees before the court would allow hearing of my issues. 
14. 5-24-07 filed document # 3434-3436 request for hearing of the evidence of my financial 
matters and Joanne Stone's contempt and failure to pay her court ordered obligations. 
15. 6-29-07 filed document # 3474-3506 for finding Joanne Stone in contempt for failure to 
comply with court orders and still the District Court refused to allow me any hearing of 
the offsetting financial amounts, or evidence of Joanne Stone violating court orders. 
/ / 
16. 7-13-07 filed document # 3523-3526 "motion for hearing on my objections and the errors 
of the court, and STILL the District Court refused to allow me hearing on Joanne's 
contempt and failure to pay her financial obligations. 
17. 8-1-07 Notice to submit to hearing on objections to Commissioner's rulings and on his 
error and personal bias against me and refusal to accept the evidence of Joanne's 
contempt. 
18. 8-1-07 filed document # 3547-3556 "Motion to determine amounts due the Respondent to 
avoid prejudice in the courts for not having any offsetting amounts to counter what 
amounts alleged to be against me. Of which, opposin2 counsel misrepresented to the 
court in response, that they had all been resolved, when in fact they had NOT been 
resolved at all. 
19. 8-17-07 filed document # 3693-3705 Respondent's objections to August 27 2007 hearing 
continuing without the court first considering my issues against Joanne as well. 
20. 8-27-07 filed document # 3711-3724 "Motion to strike September 10, 2007 hearing until 
the court also considers all of the evidence before it and the actions of Joanne Stone's 
failure to comply with prior orders of the court, so the court would not be prejudiced 
solely against me, thinking I was the only one that owed money and the only one that did 
not comply with court orders. This was denied by the court and I subsequently appealed 
to the Utah Court of appeals, that dismissed this appeal for lack of a final order. 
/z-
21. CHILD SUPPORT -I was assessed the incorrect amount of Child Support because of my 
wages and because of the industrial accident I suffered, and because counsel Brent 
Chipman failed to prepare and submit the statutory required Child Support worksheet. I 
attempted to file the correct documents for the court to consider the error or correct the 
amount of child support I should have to pay when I filed Motions with the court, but the 
District Court ruling on March 7, and later April 20, 2006 said the motions were Moot 
because the supplemental decree had been signed, yet until it was signed, I held right to 
file MOTIONS for the court to consider issues presented or discovered, or occuring prior 
to the court's signing of the Supplemental Decree order on January 9, 2006 that these 
motions were "reserved" from. See the following, and even later acknowledged by 
Commissioner Casey that I had given notice to change child support years earlier in his 
2008 minute entry: 
a) Document # 1461-1468 "Motion for relief, because Petitioner & Counsel failed to 
represent the truth & Motion to Strike". 
b) Document # 1484-1493 "Motion to modify Child Support". 
c) Document #1514-1519 "Motion to determine error and compliance with child 
support payments and to compel return of funds. 
d) Document # 1547-1560 " Motion to enforce Statutes, Orders, and rights of me 
and the children. 
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e) Document #1581 "Motion to produce documents" to determine what mortgages, 
rental agreements and funds to use as incomes for the parties, and obligations each 
has. 
f) Document # 1628-1653 "Motion to modify Child Support, Tax Advantages". 
g) 12-11-06 filed document # 2266-3000 "Petition to lower Child Support to proper 
amount. 
PARENT TIME - I filed motion with the court to correct or enforce Parent Time that the 
District Court merely ignored as being without merit, yet they were filed prior to the 
signing of the January 9, 2006 order and were to have been properly heard in January 
2006 but postponed by the court. 
a) Document # 1299-1313 "Motion to enforce Parent Time Order" 
b) Document #1371-1395 "Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt" 
c) Document # 1429-1444 "Motion #2 to find Petitioner in Contempt". 
d) Document # 1547-1560 " Motion to enforce Statutes, Orders, and rights of me 
and the children. 
e) Document #1615-1619" Motion for Time Enforcement" to enforce court ordered 
statutory visitation that Joanne Stone was obstructing from the children and I from 
enjoying. 
f) Document # 1625-1627 "Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt" for failure to 
comply with the applicable laws on visitation. 
g) Document # 1684-1691 "Motion to Enforce State Statute 30-3-36" seeking re-
introduction of parent time for the kids, or to establish a parent time plan for 
visitation to occur despite Joanne's false allegations that I owe her money and will 
not pay the travel expenses, or that the Visitation Statute on parent time and the 
relocation statute of parent time conflict, thus allowing Joanne to use the 
contradiction of state statute to deny me any parent time visitation for 
Thanksgiving or Christmas 2005: 
i) "both parents SHALL consider the adverse effects upon the child AND gradually re-
introduce an appropriate parent time plan for the non-custodial parent" 
h) Document # 1772- 1776 Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt for failure to pay 
the children's travel expenses. Yet, at the time I had never been found by the 
court to be behind on my child support obligation, but still Joanne refused to pay 
the children's travel expenses. 
i) Document # 1777- 1779 "Notice of Children's Correspondence stating they were 
threatened if they did not say something bad about their dad for the 2nd Custody 
Evaluation. At the time this was filed, the children had not been gone long, and 
thus would not have been harmftil to relocate the children because of the truth and 
abuse of the kids being made known to the District Court. 
j) Document 1787-1789 "Motion 4 to find Petitioner in contempt" for not providing 
travel expenses for the kids. 
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k) 6-12-06 filed Document # 2051-2058 Verified Motion for Order to Show Cause 
why Joanne should not be found in contempt for failure to comply with court order 
to pay what she should pay for mortgages. 
1) 8-8-06 filed Document # 2073-2085 Motion for resolution of Parent Time, 
m) 9-18-06 filed document #2153-2180 "Motion to find Joanne in contempt for not 
providing payments as ordered for visitation, 
n) 9-27-06 document # 2184-2193 Motion for Evidentiary Hearing on Joanne's 
refusal to pay for visitation, 
o) 12-11-06 filed document # 2266-3000 "Motion for finding contempt of Joanne for 
not providing the children for their parent time. 
23. MORTGAGES to be PAID BY JOANNE - I filed motion with the court to correct or 
enforce Financial Obligations of Joanne Stone and determine what party pays what bills, 
that the District Court merely ignored as being without merit, yet they were filed prior to 
the signing of the January 9, 2006 order and were to have been properly heard in January 
2006 but postponed by the court. Other filings were filed after the February 8, 2006 
hearing where Joanne Stone was ordered then to have continued paying the mortgages on 
the marital home: 
a) Document # 1350-1355 "Motion for urgent hearing to satisfy creditors". U.C.A. 
78-39-10, and 78-39-45, 78-40-2, 78-39-47, 78-39-4, 78-39-1 also support, or 
require that I file this Motion, to clarify the debt obligations for the contracted 
/£> 
creditors, since I AM ONE OF THE JOINT CONTRACTED PARTIES OF THE 
MORTGAGES ON THE MARITAL PROPERTY. For the court to dismiss my 
filed motion as without merit, is a violation of my Rights to Due Process, and my 
obligation to contracted creditors. 
i) When holders of rights (mortgage companies) are NOT parties to the (divorce) 
action before the court, but hold liens on the property that existed at the time 
this divorce action was commenced (June 2001) the court MUST either order 
such persons to be made parties to the action, or appoint referee to insure 
whether the liens have been paid, or if not paid, what amount remains due... 
ii) Attorney fees assessed against Joanne's share is applicable for her failure to pay 
the court ordered mortgages, and thus should be deducted from her ownership 
share. 
Hi) Lis Pendens rights and notice. 
iv) lis pendens is required 
v) Expenses advanced by one for the benefit of all 
vi) Required to force th e sale 
vii) Claim for title or property interest determined, BEFORE property can be sold. 
b) Document # 1371-1395 "Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt" 
c) Document # 1429-1444 "Motion #2 to find Petitioner in Contempt". 
d) Document # 1445-1449 "Motion for assignment of America 1st C.U. Debt 
Obligation. 
e) Document # 1478-1479 "Motion for payment of Property". 
f) Document #1506-1513 "Motion to determine joint debts, & assets & obligations 
to others". 
g) Document # 1547-1560 " Motion to enforce Statutes, Orders, and Rights". 
n 
Document # 1577-1580 "Motion to establish property values". (Also UCA78-39-
30 allows this motion) to establish my vested rights of future sales proceeds (my 
$5,000 00 from court order, and other amounts due from Joanne): 
i) Since the property was soon to be sold at foreclosure sale for just the value 
of the outstanding defaulted mortgage, because Joanne failed to maintain 
making the mortgage payments she was ordered to pay, determination of 
how much I, or Annabelle Stone had lost because of the low dollar sale 
price due to the foreclosure sale of the property, and disrepair condition it 
was in because Joanne Stone had not paid her court ordered utilities on the 
marital property, thus causing value to diminish, 
ii) and also so as to determine what amount the mortgage amounts of Joanne 
Stone are to be deducted from, and what date the property valuation is to 
be effective (separation date, divorce date, sale date, or other date when 
Joanne settles the amount she is to have paid for the mortgages on the 
marital property, 
iii) and to determine what value I brought to the marriage in my pre-marital 
property I owned prior to marriage to Joanne, and value of property I 
inherited from my Father during the marriage). 
fZ 
i) Document #1581 "Motion to produce documents" to determine what mortgages, 
rental agreements and funds to use as incomes for the parties, and obligations each 
has. 
j) Document # 1582-1589 "Motion for court ordered execution of Quit Claim 
Deeds" since Joanne Stone had refused all that time since August 2005 to pay for 
the property she said she wanted, then the court should assign it to someone else 
that will pay for it, either Annabelle Stone, or Todd Stone. 
k) Document # 1590-1593 "Notice of Foreclosure and default" advising the court 
that the property Joanne Stone was to have been paying for, was being foreclosed 
because of Joanne's refusal to pay her court ordered mortgages on the marital 
home. 
1) Document # 1590-1593 "Motion for finding of contempt" of Joanne Stone NOT 
paying her court ordered mortgage obligations. 
m) Document # 1590-1593 "Motion for immediate court intervention" because of the 
looming foreclosure on the marital home property. 
n) Document # 1594-1595 "Motion for court executed transfer of Real Estate" to 
either me, or to Annabelle Stone if either of us were to pay Joanne's court ordered 
mortgage obligations. Under rules of divorce equity the District Court can assign 
or award property to one person of the divorce if the other person does NOT want 
the property, or DOES NOT WANT TO PAY FOR IT. All of these items could 
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be done by the Divorce Court prior to their signing any divorce decree on January 
9, 2006 or even later, in order to have a order that resolves ALL of the pending 
issues before it. 
o) Document # 1599-1603 "Motion to produce documents" pertaining to the rental 
and mortgage obligations or arrangements of Joanne Stone may have entered into 
or had in her possession when she moved away and took our files with her. 
p) Document # 1625-1627 "Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt" for failure to 
comply with making the court ordered mortgage payments, 
q) Document # 1628-1653 Motion for return of Respondent's funds". 
r) Document # 1772- 1776 Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt for failure to pay 
her court ordered financial obligations for the mortgages on the marital home, 
s) Document 1787-1789 "Motion 4 to find Petitioner in contempt" for not paying 
amounts she should be paying. 
t) 6-12-06 filed Document # 2051-2058 Verified Motion for Order to Show Cause 
why Joanne should not be found in contempt for failure to comply with court order 
to pay what she should pay for mortgages. 
u) 8-8-06 filed document # 2088-2108 "Motion for assignment of Marital Debt", 
since State Statutes 30-3-5-c-I, 30-2-5, 30-2-6, all support such Motion and 
require such Assignment of marital debt. 
?<D 
v) 9-18-06 filed document # 2153-2180 "Motion to find Joanne in contempt for not 
providing payments as ordered, 
w) 9-27-06 document # 2184-2193 .Motion for Evidentiary Hearing on Joanne's 
refusal to pay mortgages. 
x) 12-11-06 filed document # 2266-3000 "Motion to find Joanne in contempt for not 
making required payments. 
y) 2-16-07 filed document # 3225-3276 "Motion for Garnishment" of Joanne's wages 
for payment of court ordered amounts she is to pay. 
z) 3-16-07 filed document #3305 "Objection to Commissioner Casey's refusal to 
allow justice, and appeal of his ruling banning me from court until I pay attorney 
fees of $3,700.00. 
aa) 4-25-07 filed document # 3318-3326 "Motion for relief of expenses that I was 
ordered to pay before I could get my issues to court, 
bb) 5-11-07 filed document # 3389-3413 filed "Motion to find contempt and stay 
foreclosure of property. U.C.A. 78-39-10, also supports this motion be filed so 
mortgage companies could be informed and included into this case, and also told 
to stay foreclosure activity, because they failed to notify of Joanne's new address. 
24. CHILDREN'S BEST INTERESTS & CHILDREN'S ISSUES - I filed motion with the 
court to correct or enforce the prior standing orders of the court that it was to act in the 
best interests of the children, and according to the statements of the first (un-contaminated 
zf 
by the threats and coercion upon the children Custody evaluation) that the children were 
to remain with me in Utah, and NOYT be taken to California. However, the District 
Court merely ignored them as being without merit, yet they were filed prior to the signing 
of the January 9, 2006 order and were to have been properly heard in January 2006 but 
postponed by the court. Other filings were filed after the February 8, 2006 hearing where 
Joanne Stone was ordered then to have continued paying the mortgages on the marital 
home: 
a) Document # 1229-1228 Letters from the children to Judge Medley expressing they 
had been threatened and coerced to lie for the 2nd Custody evaluation, (portion is 
Exhibit # 45 as well). 
b) Document 1243-1247 Motion for urgent hearing to prevent minor children & 
property from being moved, (note: as the Oct. 6, 2005 hearing was ONLY to 
determine if 12 days notice of relocation complied with the 60 day statutory 
requirement, NOT if Joanne held right to move the children, and NOT if the move 
was in the best interests of the children, and NOT if there was an order granting 
Joanne to move.) Thus, the notice of the Oct. 6, 2005 hearing was defective. 
c) Document #1356-1370 "Motion for proper representation of counsel for the 
children" that would represent their disfavor of being taken from their Father. 
d) Document # 1420-1421 "Motion for appointment of Co-Counsel for the children". 
z-2-
e) Document # 1469-1477 Motion for child Counsel, and preservation of Minors 
Rights, and to produce documents". 
f) Document # 1480-1483 "Motion to remove inaccurate Report & Motion to stay 
court action". 
g) Document # 1498-1501 " Motion to remove improperly submitted evidence". 
h) Document # 1547-1560 " Motion to enforce Statutes, Orders, and rights of me 
and the children. 
i) Document #1561-1564" Motion to remove improperly submitted evidence". 
j) Document # 1498-1501 " Motion to Strike or Modify Custody". Since filed prior 
to the court signing the January 9, 2006 decree, I could not file a Petition to 
Modify Custody that order did not exist. 
k) Document # 1596-1598 "Motion for the safety of the children", for their medical 
needs for medical insurance that the District Court ignored in it's October 6, 2005 
ruling that the children were to be without medical insurance from Joanne Stone, 
even though the children suffered medical conditions. Eventually, the cancer 
spread from the ovaries to the lungs and other vital organs of our minor child (as 
documented in the Dr. letters (document #'s 2245-2246, 3130-3134, 3146-3148, 
3214-3217, 3221, 3285-3288, 3328-3331, 3453-3456, 3467-3469, 3507-3509, 
3662, 3665-3667, 3709-3710, to the court that caused the delay in hearings from 
November 2006 to October 2007) 
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1) Document # 1599-1605 "Motion to produce documents of children's writing of 
the beating from their Mom that GAL error or outright failed to disclose their 
abuse to the court. 
m) Document # 1606-1611 "Motion for 4-903 Conference with Custody evaluator on 
2nd Custody Evaluation, and as is required by law. 
n) Document #1612-1614 "Motion to remove false and misleading affidavit'1 from 
Joanne Stone's close personal friend and children's daycare provider alleging 
abuse of the children by me, since it was just found out or exposed the day care 
provider's Husband (male friend of Joanne Stone) had sexually abused and 
molested the children, and admitted in the police report, to exposing his private 
genital area to the children, (see SLC Police report, DCFS findings, and State 
Licensing board revocation of daycare license June 13, 2004 or 2003). 
o) Document # 1620-1624 " Motion to allow counseling for the children". 
p) Document # 1625-1627 "Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt" for failure to 
comply with the applicable court order to provide medical insurance for the 
children. 
q) Document # 1739-1743 "Motion for Telephone Communication with the children" 
because the children were told they could not talk to me on the phone when I 
called to speak with them. 
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r) Document # 1772-1776 Motion to find Petitioner in Contempt for failure to pay 
the children's travel expenses. Yet, at the time I had never been found by the 
court to be behind on my child support obligation, but still Joanne refused to pay 
the children's travel expenses. 
s) Document # 1777-1779 Motion to remedy the unlawful taking of the children 
based on them reporting false information because they were threatened if they did 
not tell the lie about their dad, to the Custody Evaluator 
t) Document # 1780-1781 " Motion to allow Minor Children proper representation" 
that would comply with state statute to inform the court of the threats issued 
against the children they did not tell the lies to the 2nd Custody evaluation, or tell 
the court of the sexual and emotional abuse the children faced at the hands of their 
Mother's friend, or the beating they told the GAL they got from their mom, or 
inform the court of the failure of Joanne to provide for the medical insurance needs 
of the children, or other issues for the Best Interests of the children or the 
children's interests that might be different from the desires of the GAL. Children, 
as required of the GAL in Utah Law statutes for them to be independent of their 
own desires and represent the children's desires. 
u) 12-11-06 filed document # 2266-3000 "Motion for Child Welfare, finding 
contempt of Joanne Stone and her counsel. 
25 OTHER UNRESOLVED ISSUES -
z5~ 
a) Document # 1457-1460 "Motion for return of Insurance Funds". 
b) Document # 1461-1468 "Motion for relief, because Petitioner & Counsel failed to 
represent the truth". 
c) Document # 1461-1468 "Motion to Strike, because Petitioner & Counsel failed to 
represent the truth". 
d) Document # 1484-1493 " Motion for return of funds to Respondent" because it 
was found out that Petitioner had taken money that she was not allowed to have 
taken per the prior issued order restricting such joint funds. 
e) Document #1514-1519 "Motion to apply over payments to child support and to 
compel return of funds. 
f) Document # 1520 "Motion to submit to hearing" of issues previously presented. 
g) Motion to set aside agreement, hearing, judgements etc." for corrections to be 
made. 
h) Document # 1546 Notice of lack of jurisdiction over Annabelle Stone to be bound 
by divorce decree order to sell properties or pay for properties. 
i) Document # 1628-1653 Motion for return of Respondent's funds". 
j) Document # 1654-1683 "Motion to consider previously filed exhibits and motions" 
k) 8-8-06 filed Document # 2073-2085 Motion to dismiss Guardian ad litem since 
they failed to represent kids interests for visitation and to have their travel paid for 
by Joanne. 
Issues for Appeal 
Because the District Court failed to consider events subsequent to the October 19, 2007 hearing that have 
significantly affected or modified the amounts to be assessed against me like the: 
a) My many filed requests to correct the child support assessment 
b) The Opposing counsel's failure to comply with state law for preparation and submission of the 
statutory required child support calculation worksheet, 
c) The state law 78-45-9-2-b that directs that NO ACTION TO Establish, or COLLECT, child 
support can be brought before the court until the requester complies with other requirements of 
law. 
d) Joanne Stone's refusal to disclose the medical care and cost coverage that was on the minor child 
Brittney Stone that some of the medical costs assessed against me in the October 19, 2007 were 
for, since it was later discovered that Joanne Stone defrauded the state of thousands of dollars of 
medicare funds that she should not have received if she had properly disclosed the facts and 
evidence pertinent to the issues. 
e) The October 24, 2007 orders signed by the court (document # 3910-3912, 3913-3915, 3916-
3920) 
f) June 19, 2008 signed order for the same alleged arrearage amounts and period of time, Document 
#4152-4157,4164-4178) 
g) Commissioner Casey's ruling that we could "net" the amounts each owed the other, 
h) Utah Appeals Court ruling of May 1, 2008 (document # 4045-4050) that Joanne Stone was to pay 
the marital home mortgages, 
THEREFORE, Judge Medley's March 2010 order from the October 19, 2007 hearing was 
preiudicial against me, and placed me in double jeopardy and should be dismissed until all 
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of the evidence is allowed to be heard, corrected and considered amounts that Joanne Stone 
owes me. 
Additional Issues of this Appeal: 
1. What is the PROPER form to file with the court when a hearing has 
occurred, but the order of the court has NOT been prepared or even reduced 
to writing, for the court to sign? Regarding this case on Appeal; the applicable periods 
of time are as noted below: 
a) 5 months: August 3, 2005 divorce hearing date through January 9, 2006 when order 
is finally prepared by Brent Chipman,, and given to the court to sign. During this time, 
Joanne Stone's fraud, non-compliance, and contempt, and threat upon the kids was 
exposed, and discovered? YET, District Court acted without a final order in place and 
held improper hearing of matters on October 6, 2005. I appealed and was rejected 
because of a lack of a Final Order and dismissed as being late when evidence shows it 
was not filed late. Appeals Case # 2005-1021 as document # 1404 (exhibit # 
7) shows I filed appeal on time. 
b) 2 years and 5 months: October 19, 2007 hearing date through March 19, 2010 
when Judge Medley finally prepared the order that Brent Chipman had been ordered to 
prepare?. 
c) 2 years and 1 month: October 19, 2007 hearing order never prepared by Brent 
Chipman so on 11-10-09,1 exercised my right under Rule 7 (f)(2) of the Utah Rules of 
IV 
Civil Procedure, and prepared the order for the court to sign. Because Brent Chipman 
failed to comply with the court directive of him preparing the order within 15 days of 
the October 19, 2007 hearing date. 
d) 2 months: February 8, 2006 hearing through April 20, 2006 when No final order has 
been prepared yet time for appeal of past court order is passing and only a partial order 
was prepared by Brent Chipman to sign? HOWEVER, Jurisdiction of this case was 
already in or before the Utah Appeals Court as Appeals Case # 2006-0353? 
e) 4 years and 7 month: February 8 2006 hearing to present day when Utah Appeals 
Court continues to deny appeal for lack of a Final Order and District Court fails to 
enforce the Appeals Court ruling of May 1, 2008, thus prejudicing the Appellant in 
amounts believed to be due from him. ADDITIONALLY: Neither Brent Chipman nor 
Commissioner Casey has provided correct or perfected notice or proper filing for order? 
f) 13 months: March 4, 2005 (document # 1036-1040) through April 13, 2006 when 
Judge Medley ignored my filed appeal to his office and refused or failed to forward on to 
Appeals Court my March 14, 2005 filed appeal of past court action in failing to enforce 
their prior orders, and rulings to the contrary from their prior orders. 
g) 2 Years: April 14, 2006 when I filed my Appeal of the January 9 2005 order, 
(Appeals Case # 2006-0353, Document 1979) and nothing was issued by the Appeals 
Court until May 1, 2008. Are all matters stayed during that time frame, and are to be 
nunc pro tunc as from the date of appeal of April 14, 2006? 
h) 4 years 4 months: 4-17-06 to the present day (document # 1980-2020 filed in error 
in the wrong case on 4-17-06 ) that Brent Chipman has failed to file perfected notice 
and perfected and corrected filings with me and to the court for support of the attorney 
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fee assessed against me under incorrect information and filed in the incorrect case before 
the court. Is the court to provide me a copy of any document they modify, alter, or 
correspond with others about? To date, the Commissioner's office has never provided 
corrected copies of documents they altered or modified. 
2. When an Appeal has been filed and the case is under appeal with the Utah Court of Appeals, do the 
matters stay any court action waiting ruling from the Appeals Court? Is jurisdiction of the matters remain 
in the Appeals Court, and NOT in the District Court. If so, then my rights were violated by the District 
Court refusing to allow me to take my children's and my financial matters to court, to of set the amounts 
Joanne Stone alleged I was in arrears of paying (namely medical expenses, and child support when she 
owed me for the marital home mortgages and other amounts the Appeals Court has ruled she is to pay. 
3. The amount of medical insurance is the amount actually incurred for the children's medical insurance, 
and NOT the amount incurred for the mom to also have medical insurance. 
4. The District Court abused it's discretion in assessing me incorrect child support because Brent Chipman 
has never prepared and submitted the statutory required Child Support worksheet. If the correct amount 
of child support had been entered as my child support obligation, I would be found to have OVERPAID 
my child support obligation and therefore, no child support or medical amounts due and assessed at the 
October 19, 2007 hearing. 
5. Failure of District Court to accept that during time when no order is prepared by counsel, or entered by the 
court (August 2005 through January 9, 2006), that Motions for the court to consider other items or 
So 
corrections, or for Respondent to rescind agreement, to notify court of Petitioners fraud or 
misrepresentation or failure to perform as represented, are All Appropriate issues to file Motions for the 
court to consider. Instead, the court rejected Respondent's Motions as wasting the court's time as 
inappropriate and must file a "petition to Modify" a decree that did not even exist. 
6. Objection to Respondent being assessed $3,700.00 for wasting court's time on filed motions, 
because the issue was to have been filed via a "petition to Modify" the decree that did not even 
exist. 
7. Objection to the District Court refusing to allow my financial issues or visitation issues be 
presented to the court until I show proof of payment of fees. 
8. Object to Court requirement that I pay amounts before seeking reimbursement of them from 
Petitioner, when decree specified Petitioner was ordered to pay them. 
9. Failure of District Court to require Due Process for required Child Support worksheet to be 
prepared and submitted by opposing counsel to inform Respondent of the correct statutory child 
support amount, thus causing Respondent to be OVER-Charged on the amount of child support 
taken by O.R S. and later over-charged in alleged arrearages of the October 19, 2007 hearing that 
was placed into order by Judge Medley in 2010. 
10. Failure of District Court from preventing Respondent from being charged DOUBLE (double 
Jeopardy for the same act) for the October 24 & June 19 2008 orders and then again in Judge 
3/ 
Medley's 2010 order he prepared because opposing counsel never did prepare form the October 
19, 2007 hearing. 
11. Object to having Evidentiary hearing of October 19, 2007 only on Petitioner's issues and NOT on 
ALL of the Applicable Financial issues of Respondent. 
12. Respondent's financial issues should have been allowed to be heard properly and folly, that 
affected the alleged arrearages of amounts alleged to be due, when Commissioner had issued 
ruling that parties could "net together amounts alleged to be due from each other. 
13. District Court failed to allow Due Process preventing Petitioner from bringing action against 
Respondent without complying with U.C. A. 78-45-9-(2)(b) that resulted in Petitioner defrauding 
the state of thousands of dollars in Medicare funds. 
14. Object to having Evidentiary hearing on October 19, 2007 when Respondent's previously filed 
issues were still on appeal and jurisdiction was with Utah Appeals Court. 
15. Object to Respondent not being allowed to cross examine therapist. 
16. District Court said Respondent held NO grounds, right or even there was precedence for 
Respondent's request of the court to reduce or change the judgement from October 19, 2007 that 
had NOT been reduced to writing for the court to sign. 
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17. Object to Orders from October 19, 2007 hearing Respondent was not allowed to prepare for the 
court since opposing counsel never prepared the order for the court. 
18. Are Habeas Corpus proceeding allowed in Family court matters? Since the order 
prepared and signed January 9, 2006 lacked jurisdiction of my Mother, was unenforceable, 
and failed to consider the threats upon the children to coerce them into lying to the 
Custody Evaluator, had taken them away to California when it was I that the court had 
previously ruled were to have custody of the children and that it was in the best interests 
of the children to remain with me in Utah, and the fraud of Joanne Stone had been 
discovered, I filed a "Request for Habeas Corpus" in order to attempt to have these 
matters brought before the court for determination and adjudication. Commissioner Casey 
ruled assessing me attorney fees for wasting the court's time, because a "Request for 
Habeas Corpus" was completely void of any merit to have been filed, that they only to be 
filed for Criminal Matters (see February 8, 2006 hearing transcript page 129 Lines 11-15, 
and page 156, line 3 ) Where Commissioner Casey states" I cannot hear a Habeas Corpus 
Petition". Yet UCA 30-3-12 specify that any court of family matters or Habeas Corpus 
proceedings SHALL exercise family counseling powers of the court. 
19. uca 30-4a-l nunc pro tunc order 
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INTRODUCTION 
Even though things have been delayed by the misconduct of opposing counsel Brent Chipman for 
many years in his failing to prepare orders in accordance with what was ordered, and with his 
failure to prepare orders he is to have prepared in a timely fashion, I should not be denied my right 
to justice and Due Process, nor should I be denied my right to Appeal the many delayed matters. 
February 8, 2006 hearing was held before Commissioner Casey that eventually were certified for 
trial, yet Judge Medley only had hearing on one of those items and the rest of the issues from the 
February 8, 2006 hearing that Commissioner Casey certified for trial were ignored by Judge 
Medley in his eventually prepared order of 2010 that was from our October 19, 2007 hearing of 
some of the certified issues of the February 8, 2006 hearing of Commissioner Casey. 
This is a rightful and timely filed appeal of items that arose and developed from the February 8, 
2006 hearing with Commissioner Casey, on issues that were reserved by Judge Medley as far back 
as from August 2005 
This is also a rightful and timely filed appeal of items that arose and developed because of the 
District Court's abuse of discretion in failing to allow hearing of matters that I had filed motion 
for the court to consider and for errors of the court that I attempted to point out to the court and 
for items that the District Court arose because I tried to enforce the Utah Court of Appeals ruling 
of May 1, 2008, but the District Court failed to consider the Utah Court of Appeals Ruling of 
May 1, 2008 in our case. 
The District Court filed our divorce decree on January 9, 2006 with many issues "reserved for 
later hearing. I was afraid I would loose my right to appeal that January 9, 2006 order so I asked 
for extension and got an extension to file my notice of appeal of that January 9, 2006 order. That 
Utah Court of Appeals case # is 2006-0353. Case # is 2006-0353 was finally decided by the Utah 
Court of Appeals and ruling issued on May 1, 2008. In that ruling of Appeals Case #2006-0353, 
the Utah Court of Appeals specifically ruled that Joanne Stone was to pay the mortgages on our 
marital home, (see page 3, paragraph # 1): 
". • • final obligation for any bills, debts, or other costs incurred during the course of 
the divorce proceedings, unless expressly stated otherwise, were to be borne by the 
party that was previously ordered to resolve that debt or had otherwise taken on that 
obligation". 
In Support of Joanne Stone being required to pay the mortgages on the marital residence see the 
following: 
1. October 5, 2001 Order (document #164-171) page # 4 (exhibit #21) where Petitioner Joanne 
Stone was ordered to pay for the marital residence at 2783 Melony Drive and to keep the first 
and second trust deed obligations paid together with all payments for utilities on said 
property". 
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2. February 8, 2006 hearing transcripts page 133 line 11-14 Joanne Stone represented she 
would continue making ALL of the mortgage payments on the Melony drive property. 
3. February 8, 2006 hearing transcripts page 134, line 17-19, 3 Joanne Stone represented she 
would continue making ALL of the mortgage payments on the Melony drive property. 
4. March 7, 2006 issued minute entry by Commissioner Casey page 9 document #1941, item #7 
Exhibit #2: 
"Petitioner was supposed to be maintaining the obligations on the marital 
residence and she conceded this was ONE of the obligations she was required to 
maintain.. .Petitioner would be responsible for maintaining this debt.. .Respondent 
have a claim against the Petitioner to the extent that petitioner may have failed to 
maintain payments on either mortgage. 
5. April 20, 2006 Order Page #5 item # 13 (Exhibit #2, Document 2028)of the court: 
"it appears that Petitioner is responsible for maintaining this (America First credit 
Union) debt" 
compared to Commissioner Casey's ruling in his March 7 2006 ruling noted above that the 
Petitioner is to maintain BOTH (Wells Fargo & America 1st C. U.) Mortgages on the marital 
home. This unprofessional conduct of counsel failing to include BOTH mortgages in the order 
he prepared to release his client from her financial obligations; should not be used to barm me or 
give his client unjust benefit from not paying BOTH marital home mortgages. 
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6. October 19, 2007 Hearing Transcript pages show issues Joanne Stone spoke about as her 
reasons for not paying the court ordered mortgages, were actual issues the court had refused to 
allow me hearing on. 
The Appeal filed on April 14, 2006 did NOT address these matters of this appeal, because that 
appeal only addressed the January 9, 2006 Order of the court where Judge Medley had previously 
"reserved these matters to be heard by Commissioner Casey that eventually were allowed to 
happen on February 8, 2006, but Never reduced to written order for many years since then. 
Additionally, the Utah Appeals Court in their ruling on May 1, 2008 from the April 14, 2006 filed 
appeal failed to address these matters because they did not consider them part of that appeal, 
since they were from Minute entries of Commissioner Casey. 
Since the Appeals Court does not allow appeal to them of Commissioner minute entry rulings 
(from the February 8, 2006 hearing before Commissioner Casey issued his minute entry from that 
hearing on March 7, 2006 from Commissioner Casey). The actual formal order from the February 
8, 2006 hearing was never reduced to writing for the court to sign until a portion of that was 
prepared April 20, 2006 and another portion of it was prepared many years later in 2010 by Judge 
Medley because counsel Brent Chipman never prepared the order he was ordered to prepare. 
I have filed multiple appeals of different aspects all the time as time passed, and was dismissed by 
the Utah Appeals Court because I lacked a Final appeal-able Order from which to appeal. 
Because the District Court violated my rights of jurisdiction as to what court (Appeals Court, or 
District Court had or held jurisdiction of my motions, appeals, and case in general, there is a lot of 
action by the District Court that IS NOT ACCORDING TO PROTOCOL, as well as lead many 
to believe I do not have a FINAL or ENFORCABLE divorce decree based on the facts and 
evidence that the divorce decree entered by the District Court on January 9, 2006 is still NOT 
enforceable as it is written, or able to resolve ALL of the issues of our divorce that were 
presented to the court for resolution; namely joint marital debts and the threats upon the children 
that "if they did not say anything bad about their dad to the 2nd custody evaluation, that their pets 
would be killed" that caused the custody of the children to be taken unfairly from me, when three 
times previously, the court had ruled it was in the children's best interest to remain with me in 
Utah and in the family marital home. Additionally, the District Court and the Appeals Court have 
both ruled or ordered that Joanne Stone is to pay the joint mortgages on the marital home as her 
financial obligations. 
Yet, as it stands for all this time since the August 3, 2005 hearing, the children have been taken 
unfairly from me, the home has NOT been paid for, and the home remains vacant all these years, 
and I have gone almost three years without seeing the minor children because of the actions of 
Joanne Stone, and because the court's order of January 9, 2006 failed to resolve all the matters 
that were before it, and thus fail to be a Final Order, since some matters were reserved for later 
hearing on February 8, 2006, that remain un-heard by the District Court all this time, because of 
the District Court refusal to allow me to present my issues before Judge Medley in the originally 
scheduled evidentiary hearing that was to have taken place November 7, 2007, yet I was never 
allowed by the court to present the facts, evidence or material offsetting amounts due from Joanne 
Stone. 
1. See Exhibit #10, document #2189, filed 9-27-06,1 ask for an evidentiary hearing of 
amounts due and conduct of Joanne and the clerk even writes to the judge asking if she 
can schedule this hearing?" as shown by her sticky note on the document. 
2. See Exhibit # 11, Document # 3303, filed March 15, 2007, "Notice to Submit to hearing 
on Joanne's actions of NOT paying the financial obligations she was to court ordered to 
pay". See Exhibit # 13, Document # 3312, Judge Medley strikes my Notice to Submit to 
evidentiary hearing of Joanne's failure to pay court ordered amounts, because of the 
court's previous order to pay attorney fee assessment of $3,700.00 before any of my 
matters can be brought to the court for hearing. Yet Judge Medley allows Joanne to bring 
unlimited issues against me, thus prejudicing me as not having any offsetting amounts that 
are owed me from Joanne (See Exhibit # 15, document # 2223). 
3. See Document #3541 Exhibit # 15, filed August 1, 2007, further pointing out that I have 
been prejudiced by the court, and requesting hearing on my objections. Still, such was 
denied by the court, and I remain prejudiced without having the court consider any 
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amounts that Joanne owes me, and thus the court only allowed Joanne's issues against me 
to be presented to the court on the evidentiary hearing of October 19, 2007. 
4. See Exhibit #11, Document # 3693 filed August 17, 2007, "Objection to August 27, 2007 
hearing without allowing full consideration of ALL of the facts and amounts Joanne Stone 
failed to pay that she was court ordered to pay. 
5. See Document #3371, Exhibit #12, where Commissioner Casey minute entry notes he 
has previously certified "number of issues" from the April 20, 2006 order and to certify 
them a second time just because the evidentiary hearing has not taken place is not 
needed.... 
Explanation of My Applicable Prior Court Case Rulings 
1. August 3, 2005 Judge Medley held hearing and opposing Counsel NEVER Prepared or 
submitted the order from that hearing to the court until January 9, 2006. Thus affecting 
my rights during the time from August 3, 2005 through January 9, 2006, since there was 
NO ORDER from which to Petition to modify or seek enforcement of. I tried to rescind, 
and modify via filed MOTIONS to the court during that period of time August 2005 
through January 9, 2006, and the court just ignored them and denied my right to rescind 
or modify any agreement from August 3, 2005. 
2. August 3, 2005 through January 9, 2006 A valid and entered order DOES NOT EXIST 
in the District Court, and thus they violated my rights acting on and holding hearing on 
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something that was not yet entered into the court, and that I held right to seek 
modification or rescission of but was NEVER ALLOWED to rescind or modify or enforce 
any provision of 
3. October 6, 2005 the District Court held hearing on issues that were NOT PROPERLY 
NOTICED & they were NOT PROPERLY BEFORE THE COUT AT THAT TIME for 
jurisdiction or for hearing of the evidence contrary to the District Court's erroneous 
assumption of the illegal rights of Joanne Stone. The District Court abused my rights and 
their discretion by holding that hearing and issuing the order that it did. I appealed that 
ruling in a timely manner as the documents date stamped show, but the District Court kept 
the documents extra days before passing onto the Court of Appeals. A final order is 
appealable within 30 days of the ruling, and I appealed such on November 7, 2005 @2:42 
pm as document # 1404 (exhibit # 7) shows Appeals Case # 2005-1021 (document # 
1422). However, because the District Court refused to process my timely filed 
paperwork, the Appeals Court dismissed that appeal as filed too late and lacking a final 
order. THIS IS A VIOLATION OF MY RIGHTS. Later, the Appeals Court ruled it 
had been so long that the children had been in California, that uprooting them to return 
them to their home, family and familiar surroundings they had known ALL OF THEIR 
LIFE, was not good, yet uprooting them in October 2006 to be taken to a strange place, 
no place to live and no friends by the District Court's ruling of October 6, 2005 was not 
bad for them. THIS October 6, 2005 hearing and subsequent Appeals Court ailing 
denying my appeal, IS COMPLETELY VOID OF JUSTICE, BEST INTEREST OF THE 
KIDS, AND LACKS ANY HONORING of mine or the children's rights, and thus 
VIOLATES OUR CIVIL RIGHTS This is one of the matters scheduled to be heard by 
the District Court on January 17, 2006, (see "Notice of Hearing on Children's matters" 
filed with the District Court on 1-9-2006. As the evidence in the docket shows: 
a) Document # 1763-1771) filed 1-9-06 
b) Document # 1777-1779 filed 1-9-06 
c) Document # 1606-1611 "Motion for 4-903 Conference for child custody 
evaluator", 
d) Document 1565-1576 "Motion to Modify Custody of the children" until issues of 
contempt and fraud of Joanne Stone, and misrepresentations are heard by the court 
are resolved, 
e) Document # 1469-1477 "motion for preservation of Minor's rights, 
f) Document # 1420-1421 "Motion for co-counsel to represent children's rights" not 
to be taken to California filed 11-17-05, 
g) Document # 1356-1370 "Motion for child's counsel and preservation of minors 
rights" filed 10-28-05 
h) Document # 1299-1313 "Motion to enforce Parent Time" filed 9-30-05 
i) Document # 1248-1295 "filing for Restraining order and rights to visitation 
IfZ 
j) Document # 1229-1242 "letter to Judge Medley", filed 9-25-05 
k) Document # 1243-1247 Filings for restraining the children being taken to 
California filed 9-26-05 
HOWEVER, Commissioner Casey never allowed that scheduled hearing on the 
children's issues to be heard or addressed the issiies. Only the Hearing on the January 20th 
2006 was continued to February 8, 2006. THEREFORE, The above noted Items still remain 
before the court that have NOT been heard or resolved. Thus questioning if a FINAL Order 
has ever been issued by the District Court, and thus this case should be remanded back to District 
Court to hold proper and complete hearing on ALL matters having been presented to it, before 
the Divorce is finalized despite Judge Medley "reserving" these matters to be heard by 
Commissioner Casey. 
4. December 12, 2005, & January 6, 2006 Judge Medley held hearing and stated the issues I 
motioned the court for, between August 3, 2005 and January 9, 2006 as well were 
"reserved for hearing before the Commissioner on January 17, 2006 for children matters, 
and January 20, for financial matters. The items of the children's matters hearing was not 
allowed proper hearing. The hearing of some financial matters that were originally 
"reserved for January 20, 2006 hearing were delayed for hearing before Commissioner 
Casey on February 8, 2006, hearing. At that hearing, Commissioner Casey refused to 
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issue ruling and "took it under advisement" for 30 days, that he issued his minute entry 
ruling on March 7, 2006. 
Questions to Consider 
After a court hearing, but BEFORE the order is reduced to writing and signed and entered by the 
court: 
1. Does a person have the right or obligation to file papers with the court for them to correct 
errors, oversights, fraud by the other party, mis-representations by the other party, or mis-
conduct of counsel, or even to rescind or modify their prior agreement? 
a) If Yes? then: 
i) How is that to be filed? 
a) By way of a Motion to consider...., or 
b) By filing a Petition to modify the decree that does not yet exist? 
ii) If it is to be filed by Motion.... Then: 
a) The District Court abused it's discretion in refusing to consider my 
previously filed "23 Motions" as improper and without merit. 
b) The District Court abused it's discretion in assessing me $3,700.00 
fee for "wasting the court's time" 
c) The court is required by statute to make all orders as to what is in 
the BEST INTERESTS of the CHILDREN, and banning me and 
the financial matters I need to present because they are all 
unresolved, from court is NOT in the Best Interests of the children, 
as documented by the GAL representing the children: 
(1) See Exhibit # 19, line 7 Document # 3667: "The GAL finds it 
appropriate and expeditious to have ALL the matters certified." 
(For trial). 
The ban from me being able to take my financial issues to court, 
should be vacated, and the October 19, 2007 hearing rulings should 
be vacated until ALL my evidence can be heard, then the "neted" 
amounts due either party can be reduced to judgement against the 
party owing the greater amount to the other, and attorney fees 
vacated against me, and assessed against the Appellee since her 
actions were and remain contemptuous. 
(1) Exhibit #13, Document # 3312 where Judge Medley stated: 
"...and is a veiled attempt to circumvent the court's previous 
order requiring the Respondent to pay attorney fees before 
Respondent's Motions for contempt can be reviewed.". 
(2) Exhibit # 14, Document # 3323, where Judge Medley 
Stated: "Evidentiary hearing is set on issues as stated in 
paragraph 10 of the order on Respondent's Motions that was 
signed and entered on April 20, 2006" 
(3) See Exhibit # 19, line 13 Document # 3667: "The hearing 
scheduled on October 19, 2007 could accommodate further issues ... 
... Any remaining issues counsel (only the Appellee) wish to address 
at that hearing, are to be put in an order before the court..." 
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Explanation of My Prior Applicable Court Case Rulings 
CASE# Issue Presented Rulin L 
2005-1021 Filed appeal on Nov 4, 2005, of Judge Medley's defective 
Notice of October 6, 2005 hearing and Move away order 
hearing of October 6, 2005, and other abuse of discretion by 
the District Court, given three prior court orders directed that 
the children were NOT to be taken away, and appeal District 
Court's erroneous assumption that Joanne Stone held right 
and order to move or take the kids away, appeal District 
Court's action without a order in place or written or prepared 
or signed by the court even to consider such right belonged to 
Joanne Stone, or was even in the children's best interests like 
all orders of the court are to be See Exhibit # 
2006-0353 Appellant Appealed the court's order of January 9, 2006 was 
lack of a final order since so many unresolved matters 
remained, and the order failed to comply with state statute as 
to what party was to pay the joint marital debts, and Appeal of 
District Court's refusal to forward to the Appeals Court for 
over a whole year Appellant's March 14, 2005 filed appeal of 
prior rulings of the District Court failing to enforce their prior 
orders against Joanne Stone and appeal of District Court's 
refusal to allow children to have their own selected attorney 
represent them, and appeal of other issues or irregularities. 
Dismissed in 
error by Utah 
Appeals Court as 
not filed timely 
and when it really 
was filed timely 
yet District Court 
delayed it, and 
not from a Final 
Order. 
Utah Appeals 
Court ruled 
Joanne Stone 
was 1o continue 
paying the joint 
debt on the 
marilalhome 
since she was 
previously 
ordered to pay it 
See Exhibit # 
2007-0340 Appellant Filed Appeal of District Court's refusal to consider 
the pending foreclosure on the marital property that Joanne 
Stone was ordered to pay for but refused to pay that debt. 
2007-0715 Filed Appeal on September 5, 2007 of District Court's refusal 
to not allow or consider all of the unresolved and applicable 
financial issues that were needing to be resolved related to 
amounts owed Todd Stone by Joanne Stone as offsets to 
alleged amounts Joanne Stone accused Todd of needing to 
pay Thus, without the court considering ALL of the facts, 
evidence and Orders against Joanne requiring her to pay 
specific amounts far in excess of the alleged amounts she felt 
Dismissed for 
lack of 
jurisdiction for 
lack of Final 
Order. See 
exhibit # 23 
Utah Appeals 
Court summary 
disposition for 
lack of an 
Appealable or 
Final Order 
issued by 
District Court 
v& 
2007-0932 
2009-0377 
were owing her. 
November 17, 2007 Filed Appeal of two (2) separated orders 
submitted to the court on October 19, 2007 from September 
10, 2007 hearing with Comm. Casey that were submitted to 
the court the morning of the October 19, 2007 hearing, were 
appealed because of the double jeopardy aspect the October 
19, 2007 hearing before Judge Medley was for the same 
amounts allegedly due, and because amounts were for 
$1,111,00 of medical costs of minor child Brittney whose 
medical expenses were Supposedly covered by medicare, and 
NOT paid for by Joanne Stone. 
Appeal of District Court's ignorance of Appellant's right to 
seek modification of the order of the court from the October 
19, 2007 hearing since it WAS NOT YET REDUCED TO 
WIRTTING or even yet prepared by counsel some 24 months 
or more since the court date. 
Utah Appeals 
Court said the 
orders were not 
signed and thus 
NOT able to be 
appealed. 
HOWEVER 
REVIEW OF 
DOCUMENT 
#'s3919, 
3914,4156, 3903, 
(see Exhibit # 3 
& footnote #1 of 
Appeals Court 
ruling on January 
22, 2010) show 
orders were 
signed and thus 
should have been 
considered 
appealable. 
Utah Appeals 
Court ruled 
dismissed for 
lack of 
jurisdiction since 
it was NOT from 
a Final Order. 
However, Utah 
Appeals Court 
found "there is 
no excuse for 
counsel's 2 year 
delay in 
preparation of 
the order for the 
court... Both 
parties' rights 
are adversly 
tr7 
2010-0270 Appellant filed appeal of District Court's ruling from October 
19, 2007 hearing that was never reduced to an order signed by 
the court for almost three years; Appeal of the District Court's 
denial of Appellant's order prepared by right afforded under 
rule 7(f)(2); and Appeal of Judge Medley's issuance of a final 
order in this case prior to the findings of facts being submitted 
to the court, Appeal of the mode of calculation of the 
Children's health insurance amounts due & payable by Todd 
Stone when the parties' decree does not require Appellant to 
pay any health insurance premium for Joanne Stone, And 
appeal of District Court's acceptance of Joanne's calculation 
of, and assessment of alleged child support arrearage, and 
appeal of District Court's failure to find Joanne Stone in 
contempt for failing to provide or allow all visitation and 
transportation costs for court ordered visitation allowed the 
children and the Appellant, and appeal of the District Court's 
denial of my rights granted by statute, and District Court's 
refusal to consider the intentional fraud and misrepresentation 
of Medicare data and Brittney's medical expenses. 
Conflicting Documents for Appeals Court to Clarify 
1. Comm Casey certified all my financial issues for trial (top line Document #3371 Exhibit # 
12), and recognized by Judge Medley as certified for trial proposed to be held November 
2006, then delayed til October 19, 2007 (document # 3012 Exhibit # 22) and the GAL. 
However, in Document #3323 Exhibit #14, Judge Medley later mistakenly limits evidentiary 
hearing of October 19, 2007 to only one of my issues but allows ANY AND ALL issues of 
Joanne Stone that her counsel wants to have considered, allowed to be heard at the October 
19, 2007 hearing (document 3667 or 67 exhibit # 19) 
2. (Note, the October 19, 2007 hearing was originally scheduled to occur November 2006, but 
delayed for almost a year by Brent Chipman) Thus, the elapsed time caused Judge Medley to 
be mistaken of the issues to be heard. Additionally document #3312, Exhibit #13, Judge 
Medley is in error to think that there are "no more remaining issues to be determined arising 
from the November 2006 hearing".... This is inaccurate statement by the judge (See 
document # 3733, & 3736 I filed August 31, 2007, Document 3541, Exhibit # 15, exhibit # 
45, Exhibit # 46, Document # 3474, Exhibit # 50, Document #3511, all show remaining 
¥% 
affected by 
counsel's 
delay.." (see 
Exhibit #4) 
This Appeal is 
still pending 
before the Utah 
Court of Appeals 
at the present 
time. 
unresolved issues or the decree as needing to modify issues of the decree that was never 
allowed to be addressed by the court. Such bias of Judge Medley prejudices me, in that the 
applicable events and offsetting amounts are not allowed full or proper consideration by the 
court to determine if really the alleged amounts due from me to the Appellee are really to be 
due, given the subsequent order by Comm. Casey that we could "net" the amounts together 
for a total amount due just from one person for judgement. Additionally, as the above noted 
exhibit shows, the court refused to allow me access to the court until a fee was paid. This is 
unconstitutional blocking me from my right to seek redress as the courts are to be open to all. 
3. Docket Entry and other documents state that my financial issues were stayed or continued 
without date, or delayed pending appeal (docket entries of , August 18, 2006, 
, and document #3177, #2137, exhibit # 25, ) but when the Appeals Court issued 
their ruling on my then pending appeal, on May 1, 2008, Judge Medley failed to incorporate 
such ruling in his January 2010 ruling, but merely ignored that the matters were stayed until 
the appeal was ruled on. The ruling by the Appeals Court that Joanne was to pay the joint 
marital debt on our marital home was significant amount of funds that Joanne Stone would 
owe me, and far more than what she alleged I owed her. 
4. Document # 3371 Exhibit # 12, Comm. Casey states: "The Commissioner has certified a 
number of issues in that respect for evidentiary ohearing, although it does not appear that an 
evidentiary hearing has ever been scheduled. There is no purpose in having the Commissioner 
conduct a second hearing to determine that those same issues be certified for evidentiary 
hearing. The Respondent should not be precluded from scheduling his hearing before the 
judge....". 
Applicable Hearings & Events 
Since this is an appeal of the court hearing on October 19, 2007 that only all of the 
Appellee's issues were allowed to be heard and ["Put on the calendar by 
counselor"] (document # 3667 Exhibit # 19), that was NEVER reduced to an order 
of the court by Brent Chipman, until January 2010 when Judge Medley finally 
entered the order of the court from that October 19, 2007 hearing, this appeal is also 
an appeal of the October 19, 2007 hearing judgement against me, as well as the 
events leading up to and prior to the October 19, 2007 hearing. As such, the 
following events are to be considered, since they have never been allowed proper 
order, or consideration or ruled on by this Court. 
1. February 6, 2006 hearing where the "reserved" issues were presented to Comm. Casey 
and he issued a ruling 30 days later (march 7, 2006) and then Brent Chipman waited until 
April 20, 2006 to prepare that specific Order, so as to cause me to loose my 30 day right 
to appeal our divoce decree order and all applicable orders,. 
Yf 
2. March 7, 2006 Ruling of Comm. Casey directing Joanne Stone was to continue paying the 
mortgage amounts on our joint marital home. 
3. April 20, 2006 order entered by the court that further directed Joanne Stone was to pay 
the joint marital home mortgages. Even though she never has paid such mortgage debts. 
4. September 10, 2007 hearing with Comm. Casey where two orders were prepared and 
signed October 24, 2007 and June 19, 2008 respectfully. 
5. December 8, 2006 ruling of Comm. Casey that the parties could "net" together amounts 
alleged to be due from each other for a final amount due from either party. 
6. As item # 6 on document #3750 (exhibit # 16) shows, Comm. Casey fails to consider the 
Appellant's previously filed Motion to correct child support amount based on statutory 
and income levels of the parties, (filed October 2005 and reserved for later hearing). 
7. Ambiguity of, or conflicting state statutes as noted by Comm. Casey (# 5, Document # 
3749 Exhibit #16) how state statutes conflict as to the visitation the Appellant was to 
have with the children Fall or Christmas 2005 and since, and the lie by counsel in Exhibit # 
17, misrepresenting that Appellant had the children for ten (10) "extra days the previous 
year (Thanksgiving 2004) that I would not be allowed to have the children for 
Thanksgiving 2005 that state statute allows me. The fact is 1 state statute allowed me the 
children for the days I had them the previous year except for one (1) day, NOT ten extra 
days, and also state statute 30-3-37 directs that I was to have the children in year 2005 for 
Thanksgiving 2005 visitation. I was denied the visitation state statute allows me. I was 
caused to go several years before being able to have any visitation with our children, 
because of the Appellant's own form of justice against me. 
8. (Document 3751 item # 7 & 8, Exhibit # 18) Applicability of rule that if an issue is under 
appeal, it should not be considered or enforced against the Appellant. As stated in the 
Appellant's April 14, 2006 filed Notice of Appeal, to this court and to the District Court, 
Appellant appealed the divorce decree and the District Court's February 2006 ruling 
that Appellant could NOT have access to the court for other matters until the 
$3,700.00 attorney fee assessed against him was paid. However, in the resulting Appeal 
ruling by this court issued on May 1, 2008, this court failed to address such February 8, 
2006 ruling, in thinking this court was only addressing the alleged final order of January 
11,2006. 
9. Therefore, the Appellant's time for independently appealing the February 8, 2006 hearing, 
had been obstructed because of the issue was filed under appeal of April 14, 2006, but the 
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Appeals Court never considered such as part of the appeal it was reviewing. Additionally, 
because the Utah Appeals Court took 25 months period of time (until May 1, 2008) in 
issuing it's opinion on my April 14, 2006 filed appeal, because Brent Chipman asked for 
multiple delays to file his brief, and still never filed a brief, the time for direct appeal of the 
February 8, 2006 hearing and ruling of such unjust attorney assessment against the 
appellant, or appealing the District Court's denial of the merit of Appellant's 23 motions 
that were "reserved" from the original divorce decree and filed during the time when a 
binding final order WAS NOT in place or signed or entered by the court. 
Appellant was never afforded the right to appeal the District Court's rulings or actions 
against the Appellant, and thus a determination by this court is required as to what is the 
proper filing to the court of a party during the time when a order does not exist or is not 
signed or entered by the court, but a hearing has taken place, and errors or fraud are 
discovered. 
a) If the court deems a filing of a "Motion to consider the error, fraud, or 
misrepresentation etc. is appropriate for exposing the errors or fraud prior to the 
court signing the order, then Contrary to Comm. Casey's opinion, the Appellant 
held merit in his 23 filings to the court to get clarification, correction, or 
modification or rescission of the August 3, 2005 hearing agreement even though 
these were the "reserved" issues heard on February 8, 2006, and to have been 
addressed in the Appeals Court ruling of May 1, 2008. 
b) If however the court feels a "Petition to Modify the non-existent decree or order 
prior to it being prepared or signed or entered by the court is the appropriate filing 
by a party, then the court should have also considered the Appellant's 2006 filed 
Petitions to modify the decree, and to which the District Court has refused to 
consider previous to, or even in their October 19, 2007 hearing, or even since. 
Thus, I have been prejudiced by the court's refusal to consider either filing I made. 
Determination by this Appeals Court as to what a person is to do, or file with the court 
during the interim time frame between hearing date, and signing date, (in this case it has 
been 30 months or more). This is also relevant to the degree that opposing counsel Brent 
Chipman failed to prepare the order of the court from our October 19, 2007 hearing all 
this time. 
S~/ 
Issues on Appeal 
1. In issuing his ruling of January 2010 reducing the hearing of October 19, 2007 to an order 
of the court, the court abused it's discretion in failing to consider the previously entered 
orders of October 24, 2007 and June 19, 2008, or the ruling from the Utah Appeals Court 
of May 1, 2008, or document #3371, (exhibit #12 where Comm. Casey had certified all 
the Appellant's issues for trial, but Judge Medley only allowed item #10 (document # 
3323 Exhibit # 14), and struck (document # 3312, Exhibit #13) my filed notice to submit 
to hearing of my issues (document #3541 exhibit # 15) to be heard at the October 19, 
2007 hearing, and as such, all the other applicable matters were not allowed relevance or 
consideration by Judge Medley in his January 2010 order, thus causing me to face double 
judgements against me for the same amounts Joanne Stone alleges are due her from me. 
Additionally, in Judge Medley's January 2010 ruling this appeals, he failed to consider or 
enforce the Utah Court of Appeals Ruling of May 1, 2008. Thus I am now subject to 
double jeopardy for the same alleged arrearage amounts, and the Appellee is unjustly 
enriched because of the abuse of discretion by the court, and the Appellee not paying the 
amounts that the Utah Court of Appeals had ordered she was to have paid. 
2. Opposing Counsel's misconduct and unethical performance, has prejudiced me for 
effective time of a judgement since counsel Brent Chipman refused to prepare the order 
for the court for over 30 in the following: 
a) I have been assessed by ORS, greater amount of child Support than what I should 
have had to pay given counsel failed to perform his duties in accordance with state 
statutes on Child Support amounts. 
b) Even after five (5) years, Brent Chipman has never prepared or filed the 
statutorily required Child Support Worksheet (document #3751 -3752 
Exhibit #18) thus the child Support amount assessed against me in the October 
19, 2005 hearing and reduced to writing by Judge Medley in January 2010, is 
invalid, and such judgement should be reversed and the correct statutory Nunc pro 
tunc amount of child support due be calculated and my overpayment of amount of 
child support should be applied to future child support due. 
c) I have been denied the right of tolling of statute applicable for the jail sentence. 
i) Is the two year period of abeyance to start from October 19, 2007 court 
date, or from January 2010 when Judge Medley finally performed Brent 
Chipman5 s duties and prepared the order for the court, 
ii) If it is the prior, what about my court actions I have been denied from filing 
all this time to protect my financial position, thus further supporting unjust 
enrichment of the Appellee because the matter of financial liability on our 
marital home remains, and was not properly allowed to be addressed in a 
timely manner? 
iO 
d) I have been denied the right of tolling of statute applicable for appeal of and 
related to, monetary judgement against me. 
3. What is a person to do, or to file (Petition or Motion) (Last sentence of document # 3752, 
Exhibit #18) with the court during the time of court hearing, to the time when the matter 
is reduced to writing and signed by the court when there is significant time passed without 
the order prepared and many issues arise in that period of time? 
4. I was denied my right under court rules and under case law, to prepare the order from our 
October 19, 2007 hearing that I had submitted to the court, since Brent Chipman failed to 
perform his court ordered duty for 30 months. 
5. Ruling that medical insurance costs of coverage for the children is based on the actual 
increase in medical insurance premium from the Appellee's coverage, rather than splitting 
the entire HealthCare premium for the appellee and the children. The appellee should not 
benefit by having Vi of her own HealthCare premiums paid for by the Appellant. 
6. Joanne Stone failed to comply with state statute regarding disclosure of medicare Title IV-
D Funds, and as such should not have been allowed to bring the action against me for 
alleged enforcement or collection of child support arrearages or other forms of child 
support amounts alleged due. 
7. Sentence and judgements imposed upon me were an abuse of discretion and excessive 
given the facts that if the evidence had been allowed to be considered, Joanne Stone 
would be found in contempt and not I. Vacate the jail sentence, and all monetary 
judgements against me until all alleged amounts due either party can be "netted" against 
each others amounts for a total amount due from one person like Comm. Casey 
subsequently ruled was allowed in December 2006. A non dischargable judgement against 
Joanne Stone should be issued by the court for the amounts she owes Todd Stone. 
8. In the October 19, 2007 hearing, I was denied my right to cross examine the document or 
it's author for a material matter against me. 
9. In our October 19, 2007 hearing, the attorney fees of counsel was not properly presented 
for my review or objection. 
10. Given the rights under state law 30-30-3-2&4 regarding my previously filed affidavit of 
impecuniosity that the District Court has refiised to deal with or address, along with other 
applicable case law, it is proper to vacate the District Court's banning me from court until 
s^ 
I pay the $3,700.00 attorney fee assessed against me in error in the April 20, 2006 order, 
so ALL the applicable and relevant issues and evidence can be presented to the court for 
consideration of net amounts due either party given the Appellee's non-compliance to the 
representations she made, and her non-compliance to the many orders of the court. 
11. Given Utah law 30- 4-4, 78-40-2, 78-39-18, 78-39-4, and other statutes regarding Liz 
Pendens, and creditor liens, it is an abuse of discretion for the court to order Appellant's 
liens against the property of Joanne Stone to be removed, just so as to afford counsel 
advantage to place a lien against same property and to gain a more advantageous position 
for his unpaid fees of $225,000.00 that Joanne Stone refuses to pay him. 
a) "..Any time after a action for divorce is filed, (Respondent) may file with the 
county recorder...notice enjoining disposition of the property" 
b) "In any action affecting the title to, or the right of possession of real 
property, ...or any time afterward, may file for the record with the recorder of 
the county in which the property is located, notice of amounts owing...." 
12. When the terms of a divorce decree differ from the state law, which one is binding upon 
the parties, the law, or the decree regarding the payment of debts and other issues of 
contention in this case? 
Allow a netting of all amounts due from either party 
$b 
Finding Appellee was in contempt for failing to provide travel costs for the children's visitation 
for all times ordered since August 2005 , and Appellee to pay all costs of the children's counseling 
to re-unite the children and the Appellant, even though now the oldest child is no longer a minor, 
she is nin need of counseling to properly deal with her feelings created by being kept away from 
the Appellant for such length of time. 
Order periods of make up visitation for the periods of parent time visitation that the Appellee 
caused to be lost or denied. 
Judgment of travel costs the Appellee should have had to pay if she had complied with the terms 
of visitation of the parties decree. 
Finding the Appellant was current on his payment of child support and costs had counsel and the 
court acted timely and properly and allow the Appellant a nunc pro tunc correction of the 
assessed child support amount to the time when first notice of child support needing to be 
corrected was given. 
Interest of 10% on pre-judgement amounts the Appellee owes the Appellant back to 2005 when 
Appellee first failed to make the payments she was ordered to have paid, and Appellee to continue 
paying amounts she was previously ordered to pay, that continue to exist on the . 
57 
ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF THIS APPEAL 
1. Argument in support of vacating District Court banning me from court until I pay 
$3,700.00 fee. 
Argument # 1 
a) Court practice, State Statute, and case law all support and stand on the aspect that 
until a order is signed by the court, it is not binding, or effective, and as such is 
open for amendment and or modification or correction or errors. 
b) Judge Medley's ruling of August 9, 2007 )document 3667 Exhibit # 19) show that 
the GAL, representing the children, found and reported it would be in the best 
interests of the children to allow all of my financial issues to be heard and 
presented to the court for finality of all pending unresolved issues. 
c) Court cases support that the requirement of an indigent or empicunious person to 
pay a fee they cannot afford before they are allowed access to the court process is 
un-constitutional. Section 12 of the Utah Constitution: Right to appeal any court action. In no instance shall any 
accused person before final judgment, be compelled to advance money or fees to secure the rights herein guaranteed. No person 
can be subject to jeopardy twice for the same offense. Appropriate must be allowed. 
d) As document #3373 Exhibit # 27, shows, Brent Chipman failed to file affidavit of 
fees in the correct case (014913317 as opposed to case # 014903655, and I have 
never been given any copy of the change and preferential treatment offered by 
Comm. Casey's office, as documented by document # Item # 3 8 , page 15 of our 
Supplemental Decree that was entered by the court on January 9, 2006 specifically 
awards me $5,000.00 of sales revenue from any of the three properties of issue in 
our divorce proceedings I offered this amount to be held, or the provision or right 
of such amount to be held by the court as supercedes bond, so all the other issues I 
have to present for finality might be allowed to be presented to the court, and the 
District Court denied me that right, See District Court Minute Entry from Comm. 
Casey, stating that idea was without merit and he did not have the authority to so 
act even though Joanne Stone did not object to such. 
e) Wrongful assessment of the $3,700.00 as a bar from me accessing the courts, 
(see Document #3177 "...and must supply proof of such payment... before 
the respondent may notice any additional matters for hearing", & previously 
stated subsequent "...hearing continued without date") Violated my 
Constitutional Rights. 
Rule of Civil Procedure 
62 
(d)Upon a filling of Appeal, the appellant may file a bond with the court and obtain a stay of judgement 
(g) The powers in this rule do not limit any judge, or justice, or appellate court thereof to stay proceedings or to suspend, 
modify, or restore or grant an injunction, or grant extraordinary relief to preserve the status quo or the effectiveness of the 
judgment to be entered 
(l) (2) Upon motion and good cause shown, the court may permit a deposit of money or other security in the court in lieu of 
givmg a supercedes bond under subsection(d) 
The parties may by written stipulation agree to an alternate form of security 
(4) A supercedes bond given pursuant to section (d), shall submit to jurisdiction of the court and irrevocably appoints the 
clerk of the court as the surety's agent upon whom the bond may be served without an independent action 
(5) (j) Any party whose judgment is stayed may object to the sufficiency of the supercedes bond, or the amount thereof, or to 
the amount given to stay the judgment by giving notice of such objection The party so objecting shall be entitled to a 
hearing thereon upon five days notice or shorter The burden of justifying the bond or other security, shall be borne by 
the party seeking the stay The fact that supercedes bond, or its surety, or other security is generally permitted under this 
rule, shall not be conclusive as to it's sufficiency or amount 
Argument # 2 
57 
Blocking me from court until I pay a great amount of money to someone the District Court 
has failed to show they have significant interest and right in, and should be vacated to 
allow my issues to the court, (see 
Exhibit # and supported by the following: 
Writers v. Ragland 
U.S. v. Fordice 
1 Hummel v. McCotter 
481 U.S. 
221 
5050 U.S. 
717 
28F. Supp 
2d 1322 
10th Circ Ct case to the U.S. Supreme Court where the case was reversed & remanded because 
the high court found that the state lacked a showing of compelling state interest to impose the 
sentence they did. 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled state case should be reversed and vacated where the state fails to 
provide equal protection of the citizen's rights protected under the U.S. Constitution. 
U.S. District Court for Utah found that improper court practice was support to overturn 
judgment against party and also if a party is not afforded their right to be heard, the court must 
dismiss the judgment against that party. Court upheld dismissal of judgment because party 
was not timely served papers required by statute within 120 days per Fed Rule Civ. Pioc. 
4(m). 
Court found that once a wrong has been characterized as a Constitutional Tort under State law, 
it can also be brought to claim under 42 USC Section 1983. Court found that if required 
statutory paperwork is not properly prepared, submitted or timely, then the resulting Order or 
action against the party, must be vacated. Court also found that state agency can not use 
unlawfully obtained evidence or inappropriate comments against the party to support or find 
punishment judgment against the party and such must be reversed. Court also held that rights 
to Equal Protection must ensure that one party is not punished more severe than another party 
for the same or similar infractions, otherwise such is a violation of one's Civil Rights. 
For an indigent person or poor financial status as I am, that sentence to pay an amount I just am 
not able to afford that has caused me to go almost three years without seeing our children and 
have had to suffer all these years of Joanne escaping from accountability for failing to comply with 
her court ordered financial obligations while I am left destitute and bankrupt because of the 
financially strained condition her actions have caused me to be left in, is nothing more than Cruel 
& unusual Punishment and a violation of my Utah Constitutionally protected rights 
Section 12 -advance money unfairly, 
Section 28-Be heard without limitation and treated fairly, 
Section 1 - Right to petition for redress, 
Section 11- right to seek action to defend reputation. 
Thus, under such provisions noted BELOW, the time (date) I had from August 3, 2005 to the 
date the divorce decree became effective and binding unless otherwise ordered was either 
1,0 
a) January 9, 2006 when the District Court signed the Order, or 
b) April 20, 2006 (Document # 2024-2033), Since the Trial Court reserved some of 
my (Aug. 2005 to December 2005) filed motions for later review (see December 
12, 2005 & January 6, 2006 hearing transcript and Document # 3744-3748 where 
Commissioner Casey so recognizes such "reserved items", that were heard by 
Commissioner Casey on February 7, 2006 and subsequently that Order was 
entered into the court on April 20, 2006. OR, 
c) May 1, 2008, because under item # 2 below, since I had filed my Appeal of the 
Divorce Decree on April 14, 2006, that Appeal was being considered by the Utah 
Court of Appeals, and such final Order by the Appellate Court was not issued until 
May 1, 2008 as noted by the ruling in Appeals Case # 2006-0353, OR, 
d) Final Order Date has not vet occurred, due to the right afforded under statute, a 
Final Order is not yet received until it is provided full and proper notice, and 
service of the applicable requirements and mitigating circumstances is completed 
like: 
i) Brent Chipman nor the District Court has not yet provided me with proper 
Notice of the amended or adulterated or corrected or modified filing in 
support of Brent Chipman's Attorney fee assessment from the February 
2006 hearing as required and ordered by the court to have occurred. 
ii) Since U.C.A. Rule 4-912 states: No Final Order for Child Support can be entered 
by the court until the proper child support calculation worksheet is prepared and 
submitted (see Below). 
For a sentence to be equal and thus insure equal application of the law, a punishment has to be 
shown to be applied to all people, rather than select ones. Such sentence to pay $3,700.00 before 
the court will allow access to the court is unconstitutional because it violates my Right to Equal 
Application of the law. 
EITHER WAY, given either of the Final Order Dates noted above, I held merit and right to file 
such motions as I did from Aug. 2005, to December 2005 (and even beyond given the mitigating 
circumstances involved) for the District Court to consider the issues in need or judicial review or 
ruling to compel Joanne Stone to conform or comply with requirements placed on her or that she 
was ordered to comply with and payments she was ordered to pay but refused to pay. 
Applicable Facts in support of Argument # 1 & Argument # 2: 
1. Prior to August 2005, Joanne Stone was ordered by the District Court on four or five (5) 
different that she was to pay the mortgages on our marital home as her equal share of our joint 
marital debt. 
2. On Aug. 3, 2005 Joanne Stone represented in negotiations that she would continue living in 
and making the payments on our marital home as was previously the standing order of the 
court for her to choose if she wanted to live with the children in the home or move by herself 
and leave the children with me to live in the marital home, because in the Custody Evaluation 
conference with the court in October 8, 2004, it was stated it was in the best interests of the 
children to remain with me in our marital home if Joanne Stone wanted to move away. 
3. Joanne Stone committed intentional and significant fraud in the inducement to represent in 
August 2005 that she would continue making the house payments & utilities and taxes and 
maintenance expenses on the marital home so I would be more likely to come to agreement 
about the children's Custody and other financial matters or concerns I had. 
4. A person holds the right to amend or correct or seek modification of any stipulated agreement 
they may have been induced to enter into until such time the court signs that order and it 
becomes final and then subject to filing a Petition to Modify a decree. UCA. 30-3-7 directs: A 
decree of divorce becomes absolute: 
(1) On the date it is signed by the court... 
(2) At the expiration of time the court may specifically designate Unless an appeal or other 
proceedings for review are pending; or, 
(3) When the court, before the decree becomes absolute, for sufficient Cause otherwise orders. 
(4) After Appellate and remand Ruling is issued as per UCA 30-3-8 " until AFTER the 
Affirmance of the Decree 
At no time would that decree be Final BEFORE the signing date of January 9, 2006. 
| State v. Casey | 44 P 3d 756 [ A plea can be changed or modified prior to sentence or order entered by the court | 
ARGUMENT # 1 & ARGUMENT # 2 are further supported by the following: 
30-3-7 1(b) 
Utah statutes 
allow 
30-3-12 
77-38-11 
77-38-4(1) 
U R C P 
Filed Appeal affects the date a decree becomes final 
divorcing parent can have same rights in child support or contempt matters as other types of cases 
Directs that Habeas Corpus proceedings can be brought to the court under the Family Court Act for the Rights of the children, and the amicable 
ofDomestic and family controversies (30-3-n i included) yet when I presented Habeas Corpus Motion "to bring t 
to court" , Commissioner Casey just ruled such was totally inapplicable in Divorce cases 
3 remedies when victim's rights have been violated 
Victim's Rights / plain language 
Utah Court's absolute venty rule directs that the court is to act on the actual information contained on the paperwork filed, rather than changing it, 
facts or matters not contained m or on the record 
1 Rule of Civil 
Procedure 62 
42 Section 1983 
42 Section 601 et 
al 
(d)Upon a filling of Appeal, the appellant may file a bond with the court and obtain a stay of judgement 
(g) The powers in this rule do not limit any judge, or justice, or appellate court thereof to stay proceedings or to suspend, modify, or restore or g 
injunction, or grant extraordinary relief to preserve the status quo or the effectiveness of the judgment to be entered 
(l) (2) Upon motion and good cause shown, the court may permit a deposit of money or other security in the court in lieu of giving a supercedes 
subsection(d) 
The parties may by written stipulation agree to an alternate form of security 
(4) A supercedes bond given pursuant to section (d), shall submit to jurisdiction of the court and irrevocably appoints the clerk of the court as th 
agent upon whom the bond may be served without an independent action 
(5) (j) Any party whose judgment is stayed may object to the sufficiency of the supercedes bond, or the amount thereof, or to the amount given t 
judgment by giving notice of such objection The party so objecting shall be entitled to a hearing thereon upon five days notice or shorter T 
justifying the bond or other security, shall be borne by the party seeking the stay The fact that supercedes bond, or its surety, or other secun 
generally permitted under this rule, shall not be conclusive as to it's sufficiency or amount 
Parties in civil cases are ensured right of equal protection of the law, and right to Due Process from their state luthonties or bodies State authonti 
accountable if they violate or deny ones' Civil Rights 
if party or state acts without a hearing on applicable issues, such is a violation of Civil Rights of Section 1983 of U S C 
Party receiving Title IV funds must comply with statutes or rules 
U.S. Constitution 
Utah Constitution 
14th Amendment 
8th Amendment 
1st Amendment 
5 th Amendment 
7th Amendment 
Article 4 Section 1 
Section 1 
Section 3 
Section 5 
Section 7 
Section 11 
Section 26 
Section 28 
Protected Right to Due Process of law, Equal protection of the law, nor shall any state deny a person their right to h 
property without due process of law 
Restraint from Cruel & Unusual Punishment, or excessive fines imposed 
Right to familial relationships, and right to redress grievances 
No person shall be subject for the same offence twice put in jeopardy, nor be deprived life, liberty, or property With 
Process of law, 
Civil Cases right to trial by jury 
Both male and female citizens of this state SHALL enjoy equally all civil, political, and religious rights and pnvileg 
All men have the inherent and inalienable right to enjoy and defend their lives, liberties,, to acquire, posses, and pro 
to worship according to the dictates of their consciences,, to assemble peaceably, protest against wrongs, and petitio 
of grievances, to communicate freely their thoughts and opinions, being responsible for the abuse of that right 
U S Constitution is the Supreme Law of the land 
Habeas Corpus shall not be suspended 
Due Process no person deprive of life liberty or property without due process of law 
All courts SHALL be open, and every person for an injury done to him in his pe rson, property or reputation shall h 
by due course of law, which shall be administered without denial or unnecessary delay, and no person shall be barre 
protecting or defending before any tribunal in the state, by himself, or counsel, any civil cause which he is a party 
The provisions of this Constitution are mandatory, unless by express words they are declared to be otherwise 
To ensure and protect victim's rights to justice and due process Victims have "\ rights 1 Treated fairly and with re 
free from abuse from the judicial process 2 To be heard in court, 3 To have a sentencing judge hear and consider 
limitation information concerning the offenders background, character, and conduct The provisions of thi< section 
extend to such crimes or acts, as the legislature may provide 
78-45-2-(10) 1 Child Support Calculation Worksheet is required to be prepared and filed for determination of statutory Child Support amount due from each 
1 party and for the multiple children amounts for automatic reduction upon matriculation 
In light of and with the mandatory language of statutes and the requirement of the court to abide 
by such mandatory wording for a party to be assured their Constitutional Right to Due Process 
UNDER LAW, the District Court is also directed to act as has been the findings in other courts: 
Fathers Fundamental Liberty interests of care & custody of their children is constantly unjustly reduced by divorce decrees and st 
&laws 
U S Court of Appeals for 10th Cir Found that case should be remanded to lower court if the court conduct served to deny the pa 
right to be heard, because of the lower court error in thinking they held jurisdiction of the matter when in fact t 
U S Supreme Court ruled state case should be reversed and vacated where the state fails to provide equal protection of the citiz 
protected under the U S Constitution 
United States Supreme Court found that if a person is deprived of judicial review of the issue that deprives a person of life, liberty 
or familial relationship, then such is unconstitutional and such judgement against the party must be reversed or vacated and issu 
Zakrezewski 
51 Pieces of 
Property 
Fordice 
Mendoza 
for full judicial review of the applicable or mitigating matter 
Danforth u s Supreme Court found it was appropriate conduct to reverse and remand a case back to lower court when it was established 
imposed sanctions were inappropriate and the party was denied chance for Due Process The court also ruled that judgment pre 
retroactive remedy for retroactive application of the statute, was grounds to reverse the judgement and the party should not be ch 
suffer during the pendency of the proceedings or appeal 
Commissioner Casey recognized in document # 3751 that I had filed a Motion and a Petition to 
modify or correct my child support obligation, in December 2005 or earlier, both prior to the 
court entering their January 9, 2006 order, with the provision that such filings would be given 
consideration in our February 7, 2006 hearing, yet when that Feb 7, hearing was held with 
Comm Casey, he falsely assumed that Child Support issue was moot, when in fact it was not, and 
the statutorily required child support calculation worksheet was never prepared or filed 
Consequently, I have been charged with having to pay excess child support than is required of by 
law, because of the refusal of the District Court to comply with the mandatory language of statute 
or rule requiring such be filed BEFORE any Final Order for Child Support can be entered 
1 Argument in support of reversal of the Child Support amount 
a) Since the divorce decree was NOT signed until January 9, 2006,1 held right to file 
Motions for the court to consider Motion to correct the calculation of Child 
Support amount 
b) As noted by Comm Casey in the middle of the page of his comments on 
Document # 3752 Exhibit # 18, my motion to modify my child support calculation 
was filed BEFORE the actual entry of the January 9, 2006 Supplemental Decree, 
When I found out that counsel had misrepresented the amount of child support I 
was to pay from what statutory calculations are, and he failed to prepare and 
submit the statutorily required Child Support worksheet, I should be allowed to 
retroactively nunc pro tunc reduce or correct the amount of child support amount I 
am required to pay. 
c) State law, as well as applicable case law direct that retroactive Child support is 
allowed to be adjusted back to the date notice of such was given to the opposing 
side. As document 3751 shows, and Commissioner Casey confirms, I gave notice 
to modify child support is noted to be December 28, 2005, as well as the February 
8, 2006 hearing such was addressed on the record, as well as the March 7, 2006 
date of Comm Casey's ruling that notice was afforded the Appellee. 
Motion for Assignment of joint marital debts 
1. Document # 2088 Exhibit # 41 and Document # all show that I have asked the 
court to correct the error of the court in failing to assign what divorcing party is to pay the 
joint marital debt like state statute requires of ALL Divorce decrees SHALL have 
Introduction 
This is an appeal of the court's rulings against me, because of the mis-conduct of opposing 
counsel Brent Chipman The District Court abused their discretion by denying me my right to do 
process afforded me under state law,. I should not be harmed, prejudiced, or assessed greater 
amounts just because of the misconduct of counsel Brent Chipman. 
As a result of such mis-conduct of counsel, I have been assessed excess and greater amount of 
child support that is far greater than the statutorily required amount I should be assessed. Thus, 
the judgment of October 19, 2007 against me should be vacated until such time as the correct 
child support amount is calculated and any arrearage from the correct amount can be calculated or 
the excess amount I have overpaid, be calculated and applied to future amounts due that I have 
paid in advance. 
1. Brent Chipman has never prepared or filed the state law, statutorily required Child 
Support Worksheet, thus the child Support amount assessed against me is invalid. 
a) R u l e 4 -912 States: (with Emphasis added to show for mandatory language) Applicability: 
(1) This Rule applies to EVERY FINAL ORDER FOR CHILD 
SUPPORT, including modifications of existing awards. 
(2) The parties SHALL prepare a worksheet containing information set forth in 
Appendix G.... 
(3) The parties SHALL file a completed worksheet with the court and the 
information thereon SHALL be provided to the Administrative Office of the 
Courts 
(4) The court SHALL NOT ENTER the final Decree of divorce, final order of 
modification, or final decree of paternity until the completed worksheet is 
filed 
b) U. C.A. 78-45- 7.2.2 Child Support guidelines SHALL be applied when establishing or 
modifying and award of Child Support. 
C) U.C.A 78-45-7.3: In ANY matter in which Child Support is ordered the moving party SHALL 
Submit: (a) a completed Child Support Worksheet; 
2. Joanne Stone never disclosed the Title IV-D funds she received, prior to bringing this action 
for arrearage of child support against me. Her action violated my rights afforded me under State 
Law 78-45-9 (2) that specifically directs that: 
a) A person MA Y NOT commence an action, file a pleading, or submit a written stipulation to 
the court, without complying with subsection (2)(b) if the purpose of the effect of the action is 
to" 
b) establish or modify a support obligation, or 
c) recover support due or owing. 
(1) (b) (i) When taking an action described in subsection (2)(a), a 
person MUST file an affidavit with the court at the time the action is 
commenced, the pleading is filed, or the stipulation is submitted 
stating whether child support services have been or are being 
provided under Part IV of the Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 
601 et seq. On behalf of a child who is a subject of the action, 
pleading, or stipulation. 
(2) (ii) If child support services have been or are being provided under 
Part IV of the Social Security Act 42 U.S.C, section 601 et seq, the 
person SHALL mail a copy of the affidavit, pleading, or stipulation 
to the office of the Attorney General, Child Support Division. 
(3) (Hi) If Notice is not given in accordance with this subsection, the 
office is not bound by any decision judgement, agreement, or 
compromise rendered in the action. 
d) (c) iflV-D services have been or are being provided, that person SHALL join the office as a 
party to the action or mail or deliver a written request to the Office of the Attorney General, 
Child Support Division asking the office to join as a party to the action. A copy of that 
request, along with proof of service, shall be filed with the court. The office SHALL be 
represented as provided in subsection (l)(b). 
3. BeGause Brent Chipman has never prepared the required order from October 19, 2007 hearing 
as he was ordered to prepare, in March of 2009,1 held the right to ask the court to sign the 
order I prepared in March 2009, for the court, yet the District Court denied me that right. 
Rule 7(f)(2) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure states that the party charged with 
preparation of the Order of the Court should submit it to the court within fifteen (15) days, 
and failure by said party allows according to supporting case law, that in a matter of necessity 
and in order to have finality in the matter, any other party interested in finality including the 
non-prevailing party may submit an Order for the court to sign. See Code v. Utah Dept of 
health 2007 Ut 43 162 P.3d 1097. 
4. The Order I Prepared for the court and submitted for signature in March 2009, included the 
subsequent events of December 2006, that had transpired in our case (allowing me to "net" 
the amounts due each party for a final amount due), and for consideration of corrected 
amounts due to be determined with correct data and consideration of all the facts and 
evidence of amounts Joanne Stone owed me. 
5. The court proceedings of October 19, 2007 failed to allow me Ml opportunity to present 
evidence and cross examine witnesses rather a letter from a witness was used with out me 
having a chance to cross examine him. 
6. The court proceedings of October 19, 2007 failed to allow me full opportunity to present 
evidence of amounts that Joanne Stone owed me, that far exceed the alleged amounts she 
supposed was due from me to her. 
7. Joanne Stone failed to disclose the amounts she received as benefit for Title IV-D medicare 
funds for herself and the children, thus denying the State of California to have or seek 
reimbursement of funds they paid as a result of Joanne Stone's act of fraud and misconduct to 
receive medicare Title IV-D funds when she would not have qualified for such if she had been 
honest and forthright. As a result, The State of California now tries to recoup collection of 
amounts they paid as a result of the fraud committed by Joanne Stone failing to disclose all of 
her excess assets and income that would prove to disqualify her for medicare funding 
payments in excess of $100,000.00. 
Statement of Facts - Timeline of Applicable Events 
The court should not dismiss these events because they occurred so long ago, because matters 
have been delayed so long from being properly addressed by the court in a timely manner. Much 
of the delay in these matters being timely centered in the court are the following: 
A. (6 month delay by counsel) The constant delay counsel Brent Chipman has caused in 
these proceedings, from not preparing the Supplemental Decree for almost six 
months AFTER the August 3, 2005 hearing. 
B. (4 month Delay) Judicial action caused delay and non-conforming activities to occur 
from January 2006 to April 2006 when the April 20, 2006 order was entered by the 
court. 
C. (18 month delay by counsel). Counsel Brent Chipman getting delay of the court (Judge 
Medley) even hearing the matter from May 2006 when Comm. Casey had certified the 
issues for trial, to October 19, 2007, when Judge Medley finally ordered hearing on 
the matters would occur despite Counsel's constant delay for a year and six months. 
D. (30 month delay by counsel and counting ) Counsel Brent Chipman never preparing 
the order for the court for 2!/2 years from the October 19, 2007 hearing. Counsel 
Brent Chipman has NEVER yet prepared the order for the court, but has caused Judge 
Medley to have to prepare such who was un-informed as to the subsequent events of 
counsel, or the Appellee, or of Comm. Casey's subsequent rulings that amounts due 
could be netted against what each party owed the other party. 
1. August 3, 2005. Hearing to Settle Parties' Divorce, See filed Transcript, Judge Medley 
said MANY TIMES, that if there was anything wrong with the settlement he would fix it 
if he was told to, but Nothing from this hearing was ever reduced to writing or entered 
into the court until January 2006, when Brent Chipman prepared what is known as the 
Supplemental Decree of Divorce signed by the court January 11, 2006. 
2. August J, 2005 to January 6, 2006: Appellant held right to file motions to have the court 
consider any possible error or irregularity or rescinding of the agreement of August 3, 
2005 anytime before such order was signed. Since an order did not exist during this time, 
a Petition to modify was NOT the appropriate filing to make to the court. THESE 
FILINGS TO THE COURT BY THE APPELLANT, BECAME KNOWN AS THE 
APPELLANT'S 23 MOTIONS. These filings dealt with 
a) The need to correct the child support amount to the statutory and applicable 
amount, 
b) The error of the court to think it held jurisdiction over Annabelle Stone, 
c) The need for the decree of divorce to conform mandatory language of state law 
that specifies EACH ORDER of divorce MUST CONTAIN SPECIFIC 
LANGUAGE as to what one of the divorcing parties is to pay for the joint marital 
debts etc. 
d) The Appellee's failure to pay her court ordered amount of the parties mortgage on 
their marital home and thus the pending foreclosure by the bank. 
e) The revelation Appellant had just discovered in September 2005, that the children 
had been threatened prior to the August 3, 2005 hearing and prior to the interview 
with the children by the Custody Evaluator and his report to the court from the 
custody evaluators report, that "if the children did not say something bad about 
their dad, that their pets would be killed" in order for the Appellee to get a more 
favorable Custody Evaluation report for her, 
f) Rescinding or modification of any agreement by the Appellant to the August 3, 
2005 stipulations that were induced by the fraud or intimidation or 
misrepresentation by the Appellee. 
g) Problems needing to be addressed for visitation matters that were problematic. 
3. January 6, 2006: Judge Medley ruled there were several issues "reserved" that had been 
presented by the Appellant in his 23 MOTIONS, that were reserved for future 
consideration. THESE reserved MATTERS WERE SCHEDLUED FOR HEARING 
January 20, 2006. Subsequently, these reserved matters were continued until hearing 
before Comm. Casey on February 8, 2006. 
4. February 8, 2006: Commissioner Casey held hearing on the "reserved" matters, but 
thought they had already been resolved by the court, since the Supplemental Decree had 
been signed by then. In this hearing before Comm. Casey, Appellee stated on the record 
via counsel, that she had represented on August 3, 2005, that she would continue making 
the mortgage payments on the parties marital home, as a basis for the agreement of 
August 3, 2005 with the Appellant. Comm. Casey said that he would take these matters 
under advisement for 30 days. 
5. March 7, 2006: Comm. Casey issued his Minute Entry stating the Appellee was to 
"continue maintaining the mortgage payments on the parties' marital home, even though 
she had abandoned it some six (6) months earlier. 
6. April 14, 2006: Appellant filed appeal of the parties' Supplemental Decree. 
7. April 20, 2006: Court signs order that Appellee was to continue paying the mortgage 
payments on the parties marital home (from Comm. Casey March 7, 2006 Minute Entry 
ruling). 
8. June 2006: Comm. Casey asked to re-certify issues for trial and he refused, saying he had 
already certified the issues for trial before Judge Medley and was not going to re-certify 
what he had already certified for trial. 
9. August 2006: Judge Medley issued scheduling ruling that only item # 10 from 
Commissioner Casey's ruling was going to be heard at trial November 8, 2006, and all 
other matters were continued without date. See 12-21-06 docketed note. "ISSUES 
RELATED TO SUPPLEMENTAL DECREE NOT ADDRESSED DUE W APPEAL" 
AND TO DATE, See Document # 3177, Document #2137, and never have been 
addressed by the District Court. Thus, the Appellant has been unjustly prejudiced in being 
unable to obtain judgement against the Appellee for her actions and non compliance to the 
orders of the court, and representations she made, to entice agreement of the Appellant. 
10. November ff, 2006: Hearing postponed or delayed by Counsel Brent Chipman, until 
January 5, 2007, then again delayed time and time again by Counsel Brent Chipman until 
Finally Judge Medley ruled it could NOT be delayed any longer and hearing was held 
October 19, 2007. 
11. December 6, 2006: Ruling by Comm. Casey, upon a showing of evidence that the 
Appellee owed the Appellant money for amounts she was to have paid and had not paid, 
Thinking ALL THE ISSUES HE PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED FOR TRIAL, but had not 
yet gone to trial yet, ruled, that the amounts due from EACH PARTY could be "netted" 
against what the other party said was due from the other person. 
12. December 2006 through October 2008: Parties' minor child was hospitalized many 
times, operated on multiple times and received many different treatments for cancer, that 
was NEVER Disclosed fully to me, only doctor letters to the court every couple of 
months confirming the child was still being treated for cancer. These treatments, 
hospitalization stays, operations and medical procedures and medicine was all paid for by 
the state medicare Title IV-D funds fraudulently obtained by Joanne Stone by her failure 
to disclose all of her income, assets, and available medical insurance I held on the minor 
children. This action of Joanne Stone further violates the state statute U.C. A. 30-3-33-10: 
a) The Non-custodial parent SHALL have direct access to all School Reports... Medical 
Reports... and SHALL be notified immediately in the event of a medical emergency 
concerning the minor child 
13. September 10% 2007: Comm. Casey had kept me from having access to any court hearing 
for almost two plus years, ruled amounts Appellee alleged were due from me were 
ordered to be paid by me and refused to consider amounts that I alleged were due from 
the Appellee, because Comm. Casey was lead to believe incorrectly by Counsel Brent 
Chipman, that all amounts due from the Appellee were settled, when in fact, they were not 
settled or even allowed hearing by Judge Medley because they had been continued for 
hearing without date. From this September 10, 2007 hearing with Comm. Casey 
arose the two (2) ORDERS OF THE COURT SUBMITTED TO THE COURT TO 
BE SIGNED ON October 19, 2007, (the same day this appeal is appealing the 
hearing with Judge Medley the same day) and which I previously submitted to this 
court my appeal of the two orders, and was ruled against because they were NOT 
signed, when in fact the orders were in fact signed /October 24, 2007 and June 19, 
2008 respectfully. See court ruling footnote dated . 
14. May 1, 2008: Utah Appeals Court issued ruling on our appealed Divorce decree, 
supporting my claim that Joanne Stone was to have paid for and continue paying the joint 
marital debt in question, that she has failed to pay. This Appeals Court ruling stated: 
... in this matter or in the past proceedings for protective orders" 
when read in unison, it is clear that final obligations for any debts, bills, 
or other costs incurred during the course of the divorce proceedings, 
unless expressly stated otherwise, were to be borne by the party that was 
previously ordered to resolve that debt or had otherwise taken on that 
obligation". 
By the Appellee's own choice afforded her in June & July 2001 court proceedings, the 
Appellee assumed and was also ordered by the court in it's July 2001, March 7, 2006, and April 
20, 2006 orders, to pay such Wells Fargo and America 1st Debt obligations or liabilities that were 
and are still considered joint marital debt obligations of the parties. HOWEVER, Judge Medley 
has never allowed the issue of Appellee's non-compliance with this Appeals Court ruling to be 
addressed or heard in the court, because all other matters have been continued without date. See 
12-21-06 docketed note. "ISSUES RELATED TO SUPPLEMENTAL DECREE NOT 
ADDRESSED DUE TO APPEAL" And see Document #3177, #2137. 
15. : I appealed to this court the order to have been prepared 
by counsel Brent Chipman were never yet prepared, and this court ruled that 
because the order was never prepared by Brent Chipman, that my appeal was 
dismissed without prejudice, and that there was no excuse for Counsel Brent 
Chipman delaying these matters for so long. See Appeals Court Ruling 
dated . 
16. March 2009:1 acted on my right afforded me under statute that since the order of the 
court was not yet entered or signed, then I held right to seek the District Court to modify 
or change their ruling, and thus I asked the District Court to change the ruling against me. 
See exhibit # . Comm Casey merely stated I was without merit to 
have the court change their ruling, when in fact I held right and merit to ask the court to 
change their ruling against me any time up to the time the court signs the order against me. 
Statement of the Case: 
This is an appeal of the following issues for determination of, since the issues have not yet been 
ruled on by this court in the following matters 
1. During the period of time between the court hearing or stipulated agreement, and the 
time the order is finally prepared and signed and entered by the court, DOES A 
PERSON HOLD THE RIGHT TO SEEK CHANGE or CORRECTION or 
MODIFICATION of the court's ruling or the RESISSION of the stipulated agreement, 
prior to the actual date the court signs the order? and if so, how is that to be done or 
filed with the court? 
2. Is a person allowed to be prejudiced by the unethical behavior of opposing counsel?, 
and what remedy is available for such mis-conduct of counsel? 
5. How can a party get the District Court to enforce a ruling of the Utah Appeals Court 
4. If opposing counsel Brent Chipman does NOT PREPARE an order that he was 
ordered to prepare, for the court to sign for over two years, do I have any remedy and 
right to seek modification of the court's ruling? And do I have the right to prepare my 
own order taking into account subsequent events and rulings of the court?. 
5. When an order of the court has NOT YET been prepared, how can subsequent rulings 
of applicable issues be incorporated into that order of the court that has not yet been 
prepared or signed by the court. 
6. Does the court abuse it's discretion making an order BEFORE the findings of facts 
and conclusion of law are prepared and submitted to the court? 
7. Does the Appellant have the right to question a witness testifying against him rather 
than just have the witness written statement entered without appearing before the 
court? 
& If a Divorce Decree says one thing, and state law says something contradictory, what 
wording is controlling in the case, and actions of the parties? 
9. Does the Appellee have the right to bring action against me when they have not 
complied with the mandatory language of state statute that prohibits recipients of Title TV - D 
funds 
10. Is the appellant allowed the Right to Due Process, afforded by the mandatory language 
of statute, and is the court bound to uphold the mandatory language of state statute. 
During the period of time between the court hearing or stipulated agreement, and the time the 
order is finally prepared and signed and entered by the court, DOES A PERSON HOLD THE 
RIGHT TO SEEK CHANGE or CORRECTION or MODIFICA TION of the court's ruling or 
the RESISSION of the stipulated agreement, prior to the actual date the court signs the order? 
and if so, how is that to be done or filed with the court? 
The Utah Appeals Court ruling on this aspect is needed because this Appeal is a result of the 
Appellant and many others in the same situation not knowing what action to take when one or 
more significant events identified below occur during the time that no binding order is in place or 
signed by the court, yet events occur that are far different than represented in the hearing. 
The important events were exposed, found out, or even occurred after the parties' August 3, 
2005 negotiations or representations were made*to the Appellant to entice him to submit to a total 
all inclusive agreement, yet BEFORE THE AGREEMENT / Order was prepared by counsel 
Brent Chipman, almost six (6) months later, the following occurred or was committed by Joanne 
Stone in violation to to what she represented in the August 3, 2005 hearing that gave cause to the 
Appellant filing his "23 Motions with the court" and subsequently punished by Comm. Casey for 
filing them as being mistakenly said to be "moot", and a waste of the court's time. Yet, even after 
all these years, the issues I filed for court consideration or correction still remain and are NOT 
moot, but need resolution and consideration of this appeal since they stem from the February 8, 
2008 hearing that this appeal issue arose, because I would NOT have been kept from court for 
three plus years for failure to pay attorney fees that were assessed incorrectly only because of 
animus against me speaking up for what needed to be corrected, or what were my rights given the 
fraud committed by Joanne Stone to induce an agreement between us: 
1. On August 30, 2005, or sometime thereafter, the Appellant found out that the Appellee had 
used joint funds from the parties5 home equity loan at America 1st Credit Union, to pay her 
own bills. This was in direct violation of what the court had previously ordered that were not 
to use joint funds without the permission AND Order of the court authorizing such. Such 
action increased by about $5,000.00 the amount of the home equity loan balance that was 
mortgaged against the parties' Melony Drive property (marital residence). 
2. On September 24, 2005. the Appellant found out that the children had previously been 
threatened that their pets would be killed if the children did not report false and bad 
stuff about the Appellant (their Father) to the Custody Evaluator when he had 
conducted his 2nd Custody evaluation review of the children earlier in the year that had 
occurred prior to August 3, 2005 but had not been disclosed to the Appellant until September 
2005, thus, the August 3, 2005 data presented to the Appellant from the Custody Evaluator's 
(2nd) Custody report was devastating to the Appellant and as such the Appellant was lead to 
believe he did not have any chance to have his children as he had three times been the order of 
the court, that it was in the best interests of the children for them to remain with the 
Appellant. The Children revealed to the Appellant what threats and intimidation they had 
been given and such was immediately written in a letter and submitted to Judge Medley on 
September 25, 2005, but the Judge never reviewed such letter or allowed hearing of such facts 
or evidence or writing from the children stating such fear, intimidation or threats. 
3. September 2005, Appellee violated the terms of the parties' joint mortgage contract and also 
stopped making the monthly mortgage payments for October 2005 or since. Since this was a 
direct violation of what the Appellee Joanne Stone had represented she would continue to 
make the $1,650.00 monthly Mortgage payments on the parties' marital home, the Appellant 
tried to bring this matter to the court, but such was ignored by the court. 
4. September 26, 2005 without any court order allowing such & also in direct violation of 
the standing and effective order of the court that the children were to remain with the 
Appellant if the Appellee wished to move away, and without any employment, and without 
any place of their own to move to, the Appellee removed the children from their school and 
abandoned their home in an attempt to move to California. This also was in direct violation of 
what the Appellee had represented to the Appellant that she would do. See February 8, 2006 
hearing transcript, where Appellee admitted in court that she had represented she would not 
move the children away. 
5. October 2005 to Easter 2008 (2 Vi years), Appellant was never able to see the children or 
have visitation with them, because the Appellee refused to pay the court ordered travel 
expenses of the children to visit their Father in Utah, and the Appellee used the court's 
$3,300.00 ban against the Appellant as effective blockade from having the court hear the 
Appellant's visitation interference or denial issues. 
6. October 2005 after the Appellee Joanne Stone had abandoned the parties' marital home, it 
was found out that the hazard insurance on the property had been canceled and unable to be 
renewed, because of the prior insurance claim Joanne had submitted for damages incurred on 
the property and that she had received insurance funds for and had failed to properly repair or 
replace as the payment was for. The Appellant found out that the Appellee had taken about 
$5,000.00 of insurance claim money that was from a jointly held insurance policy on the 
parties' marital home, and failed to repair or replace the damaged items the money was for. 
As a result, the insurance company refused to renew the hazard insurance policy on the parties 
marital home, thus, the Appellant was not only out the $5,000.00 of insurance funds, but also 
had to pay much higher ($900.00 per year, rather than $350 00 per year) hazard insurance 
premiums with a different company, in order to obtain hazard insurance on the parties Melony 
Drive property. These insurance premium amount was originally included in the $1,650.00 
per month monthly mortgage payment that the Appellee had been ordered to pay, but had 
stopped paying. 
7. November 2005 Loan acceleration proceedings and foreclosure actions were brought against 
the Appellant because of Appellee's violation of the terms of the parties mortgage contract, 
and refusal to pay such monthly mortgage amounts due or arrearage accrued, and collection 
fees were assessed against the Appellant by Wells Fargo Mortgage in their collection 
attempts. 
8. December 1, 2005, and each year thereafter, the $2,100.00 per year property taxes that were 
previously being paid by the mortgage company from the mortgage payments made to them, 
were no longer being made, because of the Appellee's refusal to continue paying the monthly 
mortgage payments on the parties marital home. 
9. December 12,2005 the Appellant and the GAL had presented the fact that the Thanksgiving 
2005 and the Christmas 2005 were vague given the conflicting state statutes regarding such in 
ODD years. 
10. Sometime after the August 3, 2005 court appearance, the Appellant found theit many 
different forms that needed to be signed by the Appellee would not be signed. Some such 
forms were Quit Claim deeds for the Appellant's Father's burial remains, and cemetery plot, 
Quit Claim Deeds for the Appellant's property, IRS Forms authorizing Appellant to claim the 
children for his income tax deductions, and Counselor access forms for the children's medical, 
school, and counseling, and many other forms needed to be signed by the Appellee, but she 
refused to sign. Furthermore, opposing counsel failed to designate that the Appellant's child 
support amount would decrease a specific amount per child upon their graduation from high 
school or matriculation. 
APPLICABLE FACTS that apply to the issue of what to do during the time from the court date 
to the date the order is finally prepared and signed by the court.: 
1. The District Court denied me my right to prepare the order for the court since counsel 
Brent Chipman had refused to prepare the order for the court to sign. 
a) On October 19, 2007 the District Court held hearing before the Honorable Tyrone 
E. Medley. In this hearing, the Judge ordered counsel for the Appellee to prepare 
the order for the court to sign, and now after 35 months from that hearing date, 
Counsel Brent Chipman has failed to prepare the order for the court to sign. 
b) Rule 7(f)(2) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure states that the party charged 
with preparation of the Order of the Court should submit it to the court within 
fifteen (15) days, and failure by said party allows according to supporting case law, 
that in a matter of necessity and in order to have finality in the matter, any other 
party interested in finality including the non-prevailing party may submit an Order 
for the court to sign. See Code v. Utah Dept of health 2007 Ut 43 162 P.3d 
1097. Appellant comes now with good cause before the court to motion the 
court to sign the Appellant's prepared Order Submitted March 2009, from the 
parties' October 19, 2007 hearing as submitted by the Appellant and supported by 
the following facts for consideration. 
c) October 19, 2007 hearing where counsel Brent Chipman was ordered to prepare 
the ordep of the court, arid to this date, still has not prepared the order of the 
court, only after 30 months prepared an order of his fees due. Judge Medley was 
caused to have to prepare the order of the court in January 2010. 
i) State Statute 30-3-7 directs the order of the court is not effective until the 
order is signed by the court. "L the decree of divorce becomes absolute: 
a) on the date it is signed by the court and entered by the clerk... 
b) at the expiration of a period of time .... unless an appeal or other 
proceeding for review is pending. 
c) When the court, before the decree becomes absolute, ...otherwise 
orders. 
d) upon application (by a party) or the court, may waive, alter, or 
extend a designation period before the decree becomes absolute 
but not to exceed six months from the signing and entry of the 
decree. 
2. Even after five (5) years, Brent Chipman has never prepared or filed the statutorily 
required Child Support Worksheet thus the child Support amount assessed against me 
in the October 19, 2005 hearing and reduced to writing by Judge Medley in January 2010, 
is invalid. 
a) August 3, 2005 hearing & order is not prepared or signed by the court until 
January 11, 2006 (period of 5 months 8 days without a valid or binding divorce 
decree of which to file a Petition to Modify on), therefore, MOTIONS for the 
court to consider, rescind, or correct the order or agreement is applicable filings 
when fraud or misrepresentation, or error is known of. 
During this time of NO ORDER IN PLACE I filed motions and habeas Corpus 
filing for the court to consider proper child support amount to assess me, and to 
correct the omission in the decree as to what party is to continue paying the debt 
on the parties marital home, because Joanne had represented she would continue 
paying it, but then stopped paying the debts... .HOWEVER, in February 8, 2006 
hearing, Comm. Casey ruled I was without merit and wasted the court's time and 
assessed me 3,700.00 and refiised to allow me into court until I paid that attorney 
fee. Comm. Casey said I should have filed Petitions to Modify the decree (that did 
not yet even exist during that period of time). 
i) State law requires a child Support worksheet MUST BE PREPARED and 
FILED with the court, yet Counsel Brent Chipman has failed to prepare the 
Still to this date, the statutory child support worksheet and applicable 
calculation of proper child support amount. 
a) Ru le 4 -912 States: (with Emphasis added to show for mandatory language) Applicability I 
(1) This Rule applies to EVERY FINAL ORDER FOR CHILD 
SUPPORT, including modifications of existing awards. 
(2) The parties SHALL prepare a worksheet containing information set forth in 
Appendix (7.... 
(3) The parties SHALL file a completed worksheet with the court and the 
information thereon SHALL be provided to the Administrative Office of the 
Courts 
(4) The court SHALL NOT ENTER the final Decree of divorce, final order of 
modification, or final decree of paternity until the completed worksheet is 
filed 
b) U.CA. 78-40-2 Lis Pendens 
c) U.CA.78-45-7.2.2 Child Support guidelines SHALL be applied when establishing or 
modifying and award of Child Support. 
d) U.C A 78-45-7. J i In ANY matter in which Child Support is ordered the moving party 
SHALL Submit: (a) a completed Child Support Worksheet; 
& U.C A 78-45-7.10(3): The income used for purposes of adjusting the support SHALL 
be the income of the parties at the time of the entry of the original order. If income was not listed 
in the findings or order AND worksheets were not submitted, the parties may submit tax returns or 
other verification of income. 
f) U.C. A 78-45-7.10.(1): "When a child becomes 18 years of age, or has graduated from 
high school during the child's normal and expected year of graduation, whichever occurs later, 
the base child support award is automatically adjusted to reflect the base com bined child support 
obligation shown in the table for the remaining number of children due child support... 
g) U. C.A. 78-45- 7.10 (3) : " The income used for adjusting the support SHALL BE the 
income of the parties at the time of entry of the original order. If income is not listed in the 
findings or order AND worksheets were not submitted, the parties may submit tax returns or other 
verification of income . 
h) U. CA. 30-3-12: Directs that Habeas Corpus proceedings can be brought to the court 
under the Family Court Act for the Rights of the children, ... and the amicable settlement of 
Domestic andfamUy controversies (30-3-11.1 included) 
i) {/. C.y4» 78-35-1 "ANY Judge whether acting individually or as a member of a court who 
wrongfully and willfully refuses to allow a writ of Habeas Corpus whenever proper application for the 
same has been made, SHALL forfeit and pay a sum not exceeding $5,000 00 to that party thereby 
aggrieved 
j) V.C.A. 78-33-12 Liberally Construed This chapter is declared to be remedial; its 
purpose is to settle and to afford relief from uncertainty, and insecurity with respect to rights, 
status and other legal relations; and is to be liberally construed and administered. 
k) U.C.A. 30-4-4 At the time of filing the complaint mentioned in Section 30-4-1, or at any 
time subsequent thereto, the plaintiff may procure from the court, and file with the county 
recorder of any county in the state in which the defendant may own real Estate, an order 
enjoining and restraining the defendant from disposing of or encumbering the same or any 
portion thereof, describing such real-estate with reasonable certainty, and from the time of 
filing such order the property described therein SHALL be charged with a lien in favor of the 
plaintiff to the extent of any judgement which may be rendered in the action 
ii) I filed Motion for the court to assign marital debt like State Statute directs* 
a) U.C.A. 30-3-5.(1): The court SHALL include the following in EVERY decree of Divorce. 
(c)(i) An order specifying which party is responsible for the payment of joint debts, obligations, or 
liabilities of the parties contracted or incurred during marriage 
( C)(ll) An Order requiring the parties to notify respective creditors, or obligees, regarding the 
court's division of debts, obligations, or liabilities, and regarding the parties separate, and 
current addresses. 
(c ) (iii) Provisions for enforcement of these orders. 
2 . 
1. The Petitioner has been reminded on two separate occasions by the Court in April 2008 
that the Order the Petitioner was to have prepared from the October 19, 2007 hearing was 
not prepared, when the Petitioner attempted to hold the Respondent liable for provisions 
of the October 19, hearing Order, and court reminded the Petitioner that such Order was 
not prepared or Entered by the court, and as such the Petitioner could bot bring such 
accusations of the Respondent's contempt to the court 
2. In those such court hearings of April 2008, the Petitioner's Counsel admitted that it was 
his fault that he had not yet prepared the Order from the October 19, 2007 hearing. 
3. The Petitioner has attempted to violate the Respondent's Rights to Due Process by 
attempting to have the court find the Respondent in contempt of the Order that has not yet 
been prepared by the Petitioner and entered into the court. 
4. The children have been denied visitation time when they were out of school or the 4 times 
per calendar year as ordered by the parties' Supplemental Decree when the children were 
out of their school, and now such visitation would be denied for another school year 
because of the Petitioner's own misconceived form of justice she inflicted upon the 
Respondent and the children by denying payment of the visitation time she was to have 
paid for. Additional visitation time should be made available and ordered by the court so 
as to not cause the children and the Respondent to be denied visitation time for another 
school year. The Petitioner's act of denying one visitation period ultimately has the effect 
of causing the children and the Respondent not to be allowed visitation for almost a whole 
school year, rather than just the allotted visitation time her actions caused to deny, because 
of the Petitioner's stance that the children need to remain in school the entire school year 
period and as such does not leave much time in-between time for visitation to Utah with 
their Father. Thus the parent child relationship between the children and the Respondent 
is harmed and damaged and as such, the Petitioner is rewarded and able to have such 
relationship deteriorated for her enjoyment or pleasure, and intentional motives. 
5. Failing to timely prepare the Order of the Court by the Petitioner has caused the 
Respondent's rights to Due Process and rights to familial ties to be violated. 
6. In or around two months prior to the hearings of 2008 noted above, Counsel for the 
Respondent reminded Petitioner's Counsel that the Order from the October 19, 2007 
hearing had not yet been prepared or signed or entered by the Court. 
7. By her own actions of improperly denying the Respondent of the Petitioner's duty to pay 
for the travel expenses of the parties' minor children to visit with the Respondent in Utah, 
the Petitioner has used the false and misleading presumption that she had prepared the 
Order from the October 19, 2007 hearing as grounds to refuse to pay the travel expenses 
for the children (see attached e-mail from the Petitioner to the Respondent explaining why 
the Petitioner would not pay what amounts she is required to pay). 
8. Petitioner's Counsel uses such aspect as he had not yet prepared the Order for the court 
from the October 19, 2007 hearing as basis for his defense of other issues for the court to 
dismiss Respondent's claim, (see Attached). 
9. In a letter to the Utah Appeals Court (Marilynn Stewart - Court Clerk) from the 
Petitioner, the Petitioner attempts to confuse the Appeals Court in expressing there is no 
Order prepared or entered by the court from the Petitioner as was ordered by the District 
Court on the October 19, 2007 hearing. In that letter, Petitioner's counsel admits it is his 
acknowledgement and fault that no Order has been prepared or entered by the District 
Court. 
10. In a related and recent Utah Appeals Court ruling (see attached) the Utah Appeals Court 
recognized that there was no excuse for the Petitioners' two year delay in preparing and 
submitting the Order to the court as ordered to occur in the October 2007 hearing. 
11. In the same ?Utah Appeals Court ruling noted above, the Utah Appeals Court found that 
both parties' rights to Due Process were adversely affected by counsel's failure to prepare 
the Order of the court from the October 19, 2007 hearing. 
12. Because the Petitioner has not prepared the Order from the October 19, 2007 hearing, the 
Respondent has been unjustly denied the opportunity to have other matters appealed or 
properly considered by the court of Appeals because they dismiss unjustly the issue 
presented and Appealed by the Respondent in May 2009 as being dismissed because no 
Final Order existed from the October 19, 2007 hearing and as such no other related matter 
either qualified for appeal, even though Judge Medley noted in his ruling that was 
appealed that his Minute Entry ruling was a final Order on the issue presented, the 
Appeals Court expressed such did not meet the grounds for Appeal, because it failed to 
resolve all of the issues presented or that it was concerning, and that was thai Petitioner 
had not yet prepared a Final Order for the court from the parties' October 19, 2007 
hearing. 
13. This Motion is supported by the following grounds: 
14. Rule 7(f)(2) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure states that the party charged with 
preparation of the Order of the Court should submit it to the court within fifteen (15) 
days, and failure by said party allows according to supporting case law, that in a matter of 
necessity and in order to have finality in the matter, any other party interested in finality 
including the non-prevailing party may submit an Order for the court to sign. See Code v. 
Utah Dept of health 2007 Ut 43 162 P.3d 1097. Because of the Petitioner's failure to 
comply with the orders of the court in many different regard's, the Petitioner waives their 
rights to prepare the Order for the court, and their rights to the rewards of the Court. 
15. 
16. Appellant is entitled to the federally protected rights of failure by the injured or prevailing 
party to prosecute. 
17. Because of the great amount of time that has passed since the October 19, 2007 hearing, 
subsequent events and rulings have occurred affect or alter the Respondent's right to 
timely Due Process of netting the amounts due from each party for a total amount due 
from one person to the other person, (see Comm. Casey December 8, 2006 minute entry 
ruling). 
18. The Respondent's Rights are adversely affected by the Order of the October 19, 2007 
hearing never having been prepared and signed or entered by the Court. The extreme 
length of time that has been caused to pass without an Order prepared as ordered of the 
Petitioner's counsel is prejudicial to the Respondent. 
19. Petitioners' Counsel by his blatant refusal to timely prepare the Order of the Court waived 
his rights to attorney fees awarded to him because of his failure to act in a timely fashion, 
and failing to act timely, said counsel should be estopped from bringing claim for fees or 
issues to the court again. The Order I prepared, took into account the subsequent events 
that had transpired or been ordered by Comm Casey. As distasteful as it may appear for 
the Petitioner, Respondent holds legal claim and right to have this Court set aside the 
court's findings and fees and amounts ordered from the October 19, 2007 hearing, 
because the Petitioner held the right to seek other counsel to prepare the Order of the 
court if her then counsel so refused to prepare said order. Counsel's blatant disregard for 
the order of the court to prepare the order for the court, should disqualify the counsel for 
his assessment of his fee. Appellant should not be held hostage to whatever conflicted 
dynamic or lack of agreement the Appellee and her counsel are intertwined in together. 
20. The Appellant is entitled by Rule and applicable case law to prepare and submit an Order 
to the court for the need for finality of this matter. 
21. The Order as prepared by the Appellant does not ignore the Appellant's duty to provide 
for the needs of the minor children, it merely allows the amounts ordered of him for the 
children to be netted or considered paid by or in conjunction with the amounts the 
Petitioner owes the Respondent. The Appellee's counsel is the party that should not 
benefit from the misconduct of counsel. 
22. Without an Order prepared and entered by the court, the tolling of applicable statutes is 
delayed, and the parties are denied their right to appeal. 
23. The extreme great length of time that has passed since the District Court ordered the 
Petitioner to prepare the Order for the Court, and as such many issues and facts of that 
time frame have become clouded, muted, altered or even moot with the passage of time or 
other applicable subsequent events. 
24. The Petitioner receives the financial support for the children and yet fails to pay for and 
thus fails allow the children visitation with their Father. State Statute Section 30, directs 
that neither parent should be denied or deny visitation because of the noncompliance to 
court orders by the other parent. Yet, the Petitioner has ultimately caused the children 
and the Respondent to be denied their rightful visitation . Such conduct of the Petitioner 
violates the statute that governs such. 
25. The children have been denied visitation time when they were out of school for the 4 times 
per calendar year as ordered by the parties' Supplemental Decree when the children were 
out of their school, and now such visitation would be denied for another school year 
because of the Petitioner's own misconceived form of justice she inflicted upon the 
Respondent and the children by denying payment of the visitation time she was to have 
paid for. Additional visitation time should be made available and ordered by the court so 
as to not cause the children and the Respondent to be denied visitation time for another 
school year. The Petitioner's act of denying one visitation period ultimately has the effect 
of causing the children and the Respondent not to be allowed visitation for almost a whole 
school year, rather than just the allotted visitation time her actions caused to deny, because 
of the Petitioner's stance that the children need to remain in school the entire school year 
period and as such does not leave much time in-between time for visitation to Utah with 
their Father. Thus the parent child relationship between the children and the Respondent 
is harmed and damaged and as such, the Petitioner is rewarded and able to have such 
relationship deteriorated for her enjoyment or pleasure. 
Failing to timely prepare the Order of the Court by the Petitioner has caused the 
Respondent's rights to Due Process be violated. 
THEREFORE, given the findings of the Utah Appeals Court rulings noted that there is 
no excuse for counsel's or Petitioner's conduct of this to have gone on so long without a 
Final Order prepared and entered by the court, as well as given the facts of the case, the 
legal rights of the Respondent, and the need for the court to act in the Best Interests of the 
children to afford them frequent & meaningful visitation with their father, and the 
subsequent events that have occurred, the Respondent motions this court to either set 
aside with prejudice the October 19, 2007 ruling in it's entirety, or to sign the Order as 
prepared and submitted by the Respondent, with award of costs to the Respondent paid by 
the Petitioner, and reward of make up visitation for the children and Respondent with such 
applicable costs for timely and equal and relevant visitation paid by the Petitioner. 
28. 
29. Is a person allowed to be prejudiced by the unethical behavior of opposing counsel?, 
and what remedy is available for such mis-conduct of counsel? 
30. How can a party get the District Court to enforce a ruling of the Utah Appeals Court 
If opposing counsel Brent Chipman does NOT PREPARE an order that he was 
ordered to prepare, for the court to sign for over two years, do I have any remedy and 
right to seek modification of the court9s ruling? And do I have the right to prepare my 
own order taking into account subsequent events and rulings of the court?. 
32. When an order of the court has NOT YET been prepared, how can subsequent rulings 
of applicable issues be incorporated into that order of the court that has not yet been 
prepared or signed by the court 
33. Does the court abuse Ws discretion making an order BEFORE the findings of facts 
and conclusion of law are prepared and submitted to the court? 
34. Does the Appellant have the right to question a witness testifying against him rather 
than just have the witness written statement entered without appearing before the 
court? 
35. If a Divorce Decree says one thing, and state law says something contradictory, what 
wording is controlling in the case, and actions of the parties? 
36. Does the Appellee have the right to bring action against me when they have not 
complied with the mandatory language of state statute that prohibits recipients of Title 
IV- D funds 
3 7. Is the appellant allowed the Right to Due Process, afforded by the mandatory language 
of statute, and is the court bound to uphold the mandatory language of state statute. 
The Petitioner should be estopped from bringing the issues to court again because of the 
demonstrated intentional conduct in failing and refusing to prepare the Order for the Court 
to sign. 
Such long delay in resolving this matter entirely in a timely manner has caused the parties' 
children and the Respondent to suffer prejudice and harm and lack of visitation together as 
was ordered in the parties' divorce decree of January 9, 2006. The Respondent and the 
parties' children should not be subjected to the Petitioner's version or rendition of her own 
misguided or disingenuous form of Justice or Due Process, that is a duty and obligation of 
the Court, not the Petitioner to decide and rule on what visitation time and means the 
children and the Respondent are allowed to enjoy. 
A ruling by the District Court, and entry of the Respondent's Order as submitted is the 
only way the Petitioner and her counsel will understand the effects of their conduct or 
failure to act as the court had ordered of them preparing the Order for the court timly 
from the October 19, 2007 hearing 
Under Rule 7 (f)(2) of the Utah Rules of Civil Procedure, the Petitioner is to have 
prepared such Order for the Court to sign within fifteen (15) days of the hearing date. 
Counsel Brent Chipman has failed to so comply with such directive of the court. 
Am I entitled to the rerights afforded me under statute to not have a action for 
enforcement or collection of child support against me if the Appellee fails to comply with 
statutory provisions of law. 
Dated: kMjpi° 
(a) Todd Stone pro se 
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